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I  HAYS  been  compelled,  by  the  preasure  of  my  other 
professional  duties    to  relinquish  during  the  last  year  and  a 
half    all    connection    with   the   editing  of  these   Reports, 
except  that  my  name  has  been  printed  on  the  cover. 

For  the  same  reason,  I  now  withdraw  my  name; 
and  the  Editorship  will  in  future  belong,  in  name  as  well 
as  in  &ctk  to  my  friend  Mr.  JOHNSON. 

I  am  desirous  that  the  last  words  which  I  shall 
publish  here  should  express  my  grateful  sense  of  their  kind- 
ness to  those  to  whom  I  owe  the  privilege  of  )iaving  been, 
for  a  time^  one  of  the  Editors  of  this  Series  of  Authorised 
Beports,  and  also  to  all  members  of  both  branches  of  the 
Profession  to  whose  courtesy  I  have  been  constantly  and 
largely  indebted  for  assistance,  which  has  very  much  light- 
ened my  labours  as  an  Editor. 

EDWARD  E  KAY. 

LiTiCOUi^s  Inir,  January^  1859. 
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Page  174. — ^The  Order  in  Manifpenny  v.  Monypemiy  was  reversed,  on  appeid,  by 
Lord  CHSLMsroBD,  C,  on  the  Slst  of  Januaiy,  1859,  his  Lordship  differing 
from  the  opinion  of  Barons  Bbamwbll  and  Watson  on  the  point  of  law,  which 
formed  the  ground  of  the  Vics-CHAiicBLLoa's  decision. 
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THE  LONG  VACATION,  21  VICT.  1857. 


1857. 

HENRY  AND  OTHERS  v.  THE  GREAT  NORTHERN    v.  c.  Wood, 
RAILWAY  COMPANY  and  OTHERS.  "^tieA^"' 

Ti  Ftjll  Court 

HE  PlaintiflB  were  holders  of  preference  stock  in  the  op  Appeal  in 

Ohanokrit 

Oreat  Northern  Railway  Company,     The   Defendants      iv<w.  2U«. ' 
were  the  Company  and  its  Directors.  ^^^  <^<*^ 

^      "^  ptmjf^  Railway 

Company — 
Prtfereaee    Share$  —  Guaranteed  Sharee — Dividendi  —  Interpretation  of  Act  of  Parliament  — 
CwmdiUhe  Remedy —  Companiee  Claueea  ConsoUdaiion  Act,  8^9  Vict,  c.  16,  «.  120  —  General 
Mteting  of  CompaiRiy — Autiuli  of  Votee  at — Omu  of  proving. 

Holders  of  stock  or  shares  which  are  *'  to  bear  and  reodve  dividends  at  a  given  rate  per 
oeot  per  asnnin  in  preference  to  the  payment  of  dividend  on  the  ordinary  shares  of  the  com- 
puy"  are  entitled  to  receive  such  dividends  ont  of  profits  whenever  aocmmg  (and  not  merely 
out  of  the  profits  of  the  current  half  year  or  year,  or  of  any  other  definite  period)  before  any 
holder  of  ordinary  shares  can  participate  in  any  profits  whatever. 

Secae,  had  the  stocks  or  shares  in  question  been  directed  to  bear  and  receive  hai(f-yearfy  or 
year^  dividends,  or  the  like— 6(emMe. 

Therefore,  where  a  fund,  which  mider  ordinary  circumstances  would  have  represented  the 
half-year's  profits  of  a  railway,  as  shown  at  the  usual  half-yearly  general  meeting,  was  applied 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  a  special  Act  of  Parliament  in  buying  up  fictitious  stock, 
including  preference  stock  fraudulently  issued  by  a  servant  of  the  company,  and  no  dividend 
was  declared  as  previously  for  that  half  year: — Held,  that  all  holders  of  preference  stock  or 
sharesysnch  as  firat  above  mentioned,  were  entitled  to  be  paid  dividends  out  of  Bubeequent  profits 
before  any  payment  could  be  made  to  any  holder  of  ordinary  shares;  the  loss  occasioned  by 
the  issoing  of  such  fictitious  stock  being  in  this  respect  like  loss  from  ordinary  accident  or 
robbery,  and  as  such  to  be  deducted  from  gross  receipts  before  the  true  profit  could  be 
ucertained.  The 
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1857. 
Henky 

V. 

Tub  Great 

Northern 

Railway  Co 

Statemeni. 


Dividends  were  djjij  paid  in  full  upon  the  Plaintiffs' 
stock  by  half-yearly  payments,  up  to  the  30th  of  June,  1856, 
inclusive.  But  before  another  half-year's  interest  became 
due,  it  was  discovered  that  at  various  times  during  the  eight 
preceding  years  stock  and  shares  of  the  Company,  including 
preference  stock  similar  to  that  held  by  the  Plaintiffs,  haxl 
been  fraudulently  created  and  issued  by  Leopold  Redpath, 
a  servant  of  the  Company,  by  means  of  false  entries  in  the 
books  of  the  Company,  and  by  fictitious  transfers  and  other- 
wise, to  the  amount  of  «^221,070,  or  thereabout& 


Under  these  circumstances,  at  the  next  half-yearly  gene- 
ral meeting  of  the  Company,  held  on  the  12th  of  March, 
1857,  and  which  had  been  specially  convened  for  the  pur- 
pose, a  report  from  the  directors  on  the  subject  of  Red- 
path's  forgeries  and  frauds  was  read,  together  with  a  state- 
ment of  the  nett  revenue  of  the  Company,  which  shewed  a 
balance  of  243,9232.  Sa,  8d.  for  the  half  year  ending  on 

The  Act  contained  a  clause  providing  that  the  directors  should  apply  any  halance  of  the 
fund  thereby  directed  to  be  applied  for  making  good  the  losses  above  mentioned,  in  paying 
to  the  proprietors  of  preference  stock  or  shares  the  dividends  to  which  they  would  have  been 
entitled  out  of  the  fund  if  the  same  had  been  declared  and  apportioned  as  dividend  at  the  half 
yearly  meeting: — Held^  that  the  remedy  thereby  given  to  the  proprietors  of  such  preference  stock 
or  shares  was  cumulative,  and  by  way  of  security  to  them  for  the  amount  of  their  dividend, 
and  not  in  substitution  of  such  dividend. 

Whether  the  same  interpretation  would  have  been  put  upon  this  clause  in  case  the  preference 
shareholders  had  not  been  of  right  entitled  as  above  to  arrears — QutBre, 

Whether  any  difference  exists  between  preference  shares  and  guaranteed  shares  in  reference 
to  the  right  to  arrears  ut  supra — Quaere. 

A  company  is  empowered  by  Act  of  Parliament,  with  the  assent  of  three-fifths  of  the  votes 
at  any  general  meeting,  to  guarantee  the  payment  of  dividends  not  exceeding  a  given  percentage 
per  annum  on  certain  shares,  in  preference  to  the  payment  thereof  on  the  ordinary  shares  of  the 
company,  and  upon  such  terms  as  shall  be  by  the  resolution  of  such  meeting  defined.  The 
company,  having  issued  shares  purporting  upon  the  face  of  the  certificate  to  be  issued  under  the 
provisions  of  this  Act,  and  having  received  the  money  and  paid  dividend  upon  it,  cannot  after- 
wards object,  that,  at  the  general  meeting,  three-fif^s  of  the  votes  did  not  assent;  still  less  can 
they  object  that  the  holders  of  such  shares  have  not  shown  such  assent,  the  onus  being  on 
the  company  so  issuing  shares  to  show  informality — SemMs. 

Where  a  company,  having  power  by  Act  of  Parliament  to  issue  stock  with  or  without 
guarantee,  issues  stock  purporting  on  the  face  of  the  certificate  to  be  "issued  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Act,"  such  stock  carries  the  guarantee,  and  not  merely  a  preference — Sembk, 

No  resolution  of  a  company  quit  company  authoriung  division  of  a  fund  such  as  that  above 
mentioned  to  purposes  o^er  than  dividend  can  vary  the  rights  of  the  shareholders  inter  se  in 
reference  to  the  general  profits.  Secua^  where  a  particular  class  of  shareholders,  e.  g.,  pre- 
ference shareholders,  grant  proxies  in  that  particular  capacity,  authorising  a  fund  which  would 
be  appropriated  in  payment  of  their  special  dividend  to  be  diverted  to  other  purposes — Sembh. 
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the  3l8t  of  December,  1856  ;  and  it  was  resolved  that  no        ^^T- 

diyidend  should  be  declared,  but  that  the  meeting  considered       Henry 

it  desirable  that  the  balance  of  243,923i.  6«.  Sd,  should  be     the  Great 

applied  to  meet  the  losses  caused  by  the  frauds  and  forgeries   j^^J^^^^y^co 

lefeired  to  in  the  Directors'  Report ;  and  that  the  directors 

diould  be,  and  they  thereby  were,  requested  and  authorised 

to  apply  the  said  balance,  when  and  in  such  manner  as 

they  might  consider  most  beneficial  for  the  Company,  and 

to  take  such  proceedings  in  Parliament  and  otherwise  as 

ibej  might  deem  most  conducive  to  the  interests  of  the 

Cbmpany. 

Id  pursuance  of  this  resolution  no  dividend  was  declared 
at  the  meeting,  and  nothing  was  paid  to  any  of  the  holders 
of  preference  stock;  but  the  directors  brought  a  bill  into 
Parliament,  to  make  provision  with  respect  to  the  capital 
which  had  been  fraudulently  created ;  and  on  the  10th  of 
Angust^  1857,  the  bill  was  passed,  and  became  an  Act 
of  Parliament 

By  this  Act,  alter  reciting  (inter  alia)  that  it  was  ex^ 
pected  that  some  part  of  the  losses  occasioned  by  Redr 
path's  frauds  and  forgeries  might  be  reimbursed  to  the 
Company,  it  was  enacted,  first,  that  all  stock,  of  whatever 
description,  and  all  shares  in  the  Company,  appearing  upon 
the  regigters  of  stocks  and  shares  on  the  81st  of  January 
(when  the  register  was  last  closed),  were  thereby  declared 
to  be  valid,  and  to  entitle  the  holders  to  all  the  rights, 
privileges,  and  advantages,  and  to  subject  the  holders  to  all 
the  duties  and  liabilities,  which  attached  to  the  same 
stock  or  shares,  or  which  would  attach  to  the  same  if  they 
had  been  all  legally  created  and  issued  under  the  authority 
of  the  Company's  Acts.  Secondly,  that  the  directors  should 
apply  the  243,9232.  5s,  8d.,  and  any  moneys  which  should 
be  received  by  the  Company  towards  reimbursement  of  the 

b2 
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1867.        losses,  in  repayment  of  all  moneys  expended  by  the  Com- 

Hbnbt       pany  because  of  such  frauds  and  forgeries,  and  in  pajmaent 

The  Great    ^^  ^^®  oosts,  charges,  and  expenses  resulting  therefrom, 

RAttWi^C     ^^^^"^^^®  ^^  *^®  expense  of  applying  for,  obtaining,  and 

passing  the  Act,  and  in  purchasing  from  time  to  time,  at 

their  discretion,  stock  or  shares  of  the  Company  in  each  of 
the  several  capitals  mentioned  in  the  schedule,  to  the 
amount  of  the  several  stocks  or  shares  of  the  Company  so 
fraudulently  created  and  issued,  whether  already  or  there- 
after discovered;  and  they  should  forthwith  cancel  and 
extinguish  the  stock  and  shares  so  purchased  :  Provided 
always,  that  any  purchases  of  stock  or  shares  which  the 
directx)rs  might  have  made  pursuant  to  the  resolution  of  the 
12th  day  of  March,  were  thereby  ratified  and  confirmed,  and 
the  directors  were  thereby  required  forthwith  to  cancel  and 
extinguish  the  stock  or  shares  so  purchased :  Provided  also, 
that  after  the  purchase  and  cancelling  and  extinguishing 
thereinbefore  directed,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  Company, 
or  the  directors  thereof,  to  exercise  all  the  powers  thertofore 
vested  in  them  for  the  creation  and  issue  of  capital,  as  fiilly 
as  though  no  such  stock  and  shares  had  been  so  fraudu- 
lently created  and  issued.  Thirdly,  that,  if  any  balance 
should  remain  of  the  said  sum  and  of  the  said  moneys  after 
such  application  thereof  as  thereinbefore  directed,  it  should 
be  lawful  for  the  directors,  and  they  were  thereby  required, 
to  apply  such  balance^  so  far  as  the  same  would  extend,  in 
paying  to  the  proprietors  of  the  several  classes  of  preference 
stock  or  shares  the  dividends  to  which  they  wotild  have 
been  entitled  out  of  the  243,9231.  58.  8d.  if  the  same  had 
been  declared  and  apportioned  as  dividend  at  the  half-yearly 
meeting  of  the  12th  of  March,  1857:  Provided  always,  that 
all  the  proprietors  of  each  class  of  preference  stock  or 
shares  should  receive  their  dividends  according  to  the 
priority  of  the  said  class,  and  in  preference  to  any  subse- 
quent class :  Provided  also,  that,  if  the  balance  remaining 
after  payment  of  the  dividend  to  preceding  classes  of  stock  or 
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shaies  were  not  8u£Scient  to  pay  the  whole  amount  of  the        lBd7. 

dividend  of  the  next  subsequent  class,  such  balance  should       Hshrt 

be  divided  rateablj  among  all  the  proprietors  of  the  same    »p^  gribat 

class  of  stock  or  shares  according  to  the  amount  held  by     Nobth«»w 
,  .     ,  ^^  ^     Railway  Co. 

them  lespectiyely. 

The  capital  fraudulently  created  by  Redpaih,  the  divi- 
dend variants  fraudulently  issued  by  him,  and  the  costs, 
c&azges,  and  expenses  attending  the  investigation  of  the 
fiauds,  together  exceeded  the  balance  of  net  revenue  for  the 
half  year  ending  the  31st  of  December,  1856.  But  it  was 
expected  that  the  Company  would  recover  frt>m  Redpath's 
estate  sufiBdent  to  make  good  the  deficiency. 

The  net  revenue  of  the  Company  for  the  half  year  ending 
the  30th  of  June,  1867,  amounted  to  upwards  of  ^200,000, 
and  was  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiffs  and 
the  other  holders  of  the  preference  stock  their  several  divi- 
dends, to  be  computed  from  the  30th  of  June,  1856,  to  the 
30th  of  June,  1857. 

The  half-yearly  ordinary  general  meeting  of  the  Company 
being  now  about  to  be  held  on  the  29th  of  August^  1857, 
the  Plaintiffs  filed  their  bill  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all 
other  holders  of  preference  stock  in  the  Company,  charging 
that  the  Defendants  intended  at  the  meeting  to  declare 
a  dividend  out  of  the  net  profits  of  the  Company  made 
since  the  last  dividend  was  declared,  and  to  pay  dividends 
to  the  holders  of  original  ordinary  stock  in  the  Company^ 
without  regard  to  the  claim  of  the  holders  of  preference 
stock  to  be  paid,  as  the  Plaintiff  charged  they  were  entitled 
to  be  paid,  the  full  amount  of  the  dividends  payable  in  re- 
spect of  such  preference  stock  from  the  30th  of  June 
1856,  before  any  dividend  or  payment  should  be  made 
in  respect  of  the  original  ordinary  stock,  and  praying  that 
it  might  be  declared  that  the  holders  of  preference  stock 
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1857. 
Henky 

V. 

The  Great 

Northern 

Railway  Co. 

StcUemaU, 


in  the  Company  were  entitled  to  be  paid  interest  or 
dividends  on  the  amount  of  preference  stock  held  by  them 
from  the  30th  of  June,  1856,  according  to  the  amount  of 
interest  or  dividends  which  the  classes  of  preference  stock 
respectively  carried,  before  any  payment  in  respect  of 
dividends  or  otherwise  should  be  made  to  any  of  the 
holders  of  ordinary  stock ;  that  the  Defendants  might  be 
restrained  from  declaring  any  dividend  on  the  ordinary 
stock  in  the  Company,  without  regard  to  such  right  in  the 
holders  of  preference  stock,  and  from  making  any  payment 
for  dividend  or  otherwise  to  any  of  the  holders  of  ordinary 
stock,  without  first  paying  to  the  holders  of  preference  stock 
the  full  amount  of  the  interest  or  dividends  payable  in 
respect  of  the  preference  stock  held  by  them,  to  be  com- 
puted from  the  30th  of  June,  1856,  according  to  the 
amount  of  interest  or  dividends  which  such  preference 
stocks  respectively  carried. 


It  appeared  that  the  preference  stocks  in  question  were 
of  four  classes,  known  as  The  5  per  Cent.  Perpetual,  The 
first  5  per  Cent  Redeemable,  The  4J  per  Cent.  Redeem- 
able, and  The  second  5  per  Cent.  Redeemable  Preference 
Stocks. 


Of  these,  the  first  class  purported  upon  the  face  of  the 
certificates  to  be  "issued  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Company's  Act  of  1849,"  by  which  it  was  enacted,  that  it 
should  be  lawful  for  the  Company,  with  the  assent  of  three- 
fifths  of  the  votes  at  any  general  meeting  to  guarantee  the 
'paymenia  of  dividends  not  exceeding  in  any  case  7  per 
centum  per  annum  on  any  particular  shares  which  the 
Company  might  by  any  of  the  thereinbefore  recited 
Acts  be  authorised  to  issue,  in  preference  to  the  payment 
thereof  on  the  ordinary  shares  of  the  Company,  and 
upon  such  terms  as  should  be  by  the  resolution  of  such 
meeting  defined :   Provided  always,  that  any  preference 
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shares  which  should  have  been  already  issued  by  the  Com-        1857. 

pany,  should  have  a  preference  or  priority  of  dividend  over        iikmbt 

the  shares  so  guaranteed  as  aforesaid ;  and  that  all  preference    rp^^  great 

shares  should  have  priority  of  dividend  according  to  the     NoaTmeiuf 
^          ^                                           °                  Rajlwat  Co. 
date  at  which  such  shares  shoidd  have  been  issued.  

The  second  class  purported  upon  the  face  of  the  certifi- 
cates to  be  "  issued  under  the  provisions  of  the  Company's 
Act  of  1851/'  by  which  the  Company  was  empowered  to 
raise  farther  moneys  by  creating  new  shares,  and  with  the 
lie  assent  to  guarantee  the  payment  of  dividends  not 
exceeding  7  per  cent  on  such  shares,  and  on  the  shares 
which  they  were  authorised  to  issue  under  an  earlier  Act 
of  the  Company  passed  in  1848,  in  preference  to  the  pay- 
ment of  dividends  on  the  ordinary  shares  of  the  Company, 
and  upon  such  terms  as  should  be  by  the  resolution  of  such 
meeting  defined :  Provided  always,  that  the  granting  of 
snch  preference  or  priority  should  not  prejudice  or  affect 
any  preference  or  priority  in  the  payment  of  interest  or 
dividend  on  any  other  shares  which  should  have  been 
granted  by  the  Company  in  pursuance  of,  or  which  might 
have  been  conferred  by,  any  previous  Act,  or  which  might 
otherwise  be  lawfully  subsisting. 

Further  circumstances  under  which  these  two  classes  of 
stock  were  issued,  and  which  are  less  material  to  the 
mam  question  in  the  cause,  will  appear  by  the  judg- 
ment (a). 

The  third  and  fourth  classes  of  stock  were  expressed 
upon  the  face  of  their  several  certificates  to  be  issued 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Company's  Acts  of  1853^  and 
1855,  respectively. 

By  the  Act  of  1853  it  was  enacted,  that  it  should  be 
lawful  for  the  Company  to  raise  by  the  creation  of  new 

(ft)  Infra,  pp.  21—25. 
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1857.  shares  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  not  exceeding  in  the 
HsKST  whole  the  sum  of  dP750,000  in  addition  to  the  sums  which 
Thb  g«bat  ^®y  ^^^®  already  authorised  to  raise,  or  which  they  might 
NosTHssN  be  authorised  to  raise  by  any  other  Act  to  be  passed  in  the 
then  present  session  of  Parliament ;  and  that  the  capital 
so  to  be  nused  should  be  divided  into  shares  of  J?10  each, 
and  skovZd  bear  amd  receive  dividends  at  (he  rate  of 
U.  lOa.  per  centvm,  per  am,nwm  m  preference  to  the 
payment  of  dividends  on  the  ordivjary  shares  of  the 
Compa/ay,  subject  to  a  power  in  the  Company  to  redeem 
the  same  upon  six  months  notice  at  a  premiiun  of  £\0 
per  centum;  and  that  such  dividends  should  be  calculated 
upon  the  instalments  paid  upon  such  shares  firom  the  time 
of  payment  of  the  sama  And  it  was  provided,  that 
nothing  therein  contained  should  prejudice  or  afiect  any 
preference  or  priority  in  the  payment  of  interest  or  di- 
vidend on  any  other  shares  or  stock  which  might  have 
been  granted  by  the  Company  in  pursuance  of,  or  which 
might  have  been  confirmed  by,  any  previous  Act,  or  which 
might  otherwise  be  lawfully  subsisting. 

By  the  Act  of  1855  the  Company  was  empowered  to 
raise  a  further  sum  by  creating  new  shares;  and  it  was 
enacted,  that  the  holders  of  such  shares  should  be  entitled 
to  the  payment  of  fixed  dividends  thereon,  or  on  so  mudi 
thereof  as  might  firom  time  to  time  be  paid  up  at  the 
rate  of  £&  per  centum  per  annum  in  preference  to  the 
payment  of  dividends  on  the  ordinaiy  shares  of  the 
Company,  and  upon  such  conditions  as  should  be  expressed 
at  the  time  of  the  issue  thereof;  with  a  proviso  saving  the 
preference  or  priority  of  the  existing  shares  or  stock, 
similar  to  that  in  the  Act  of  1853,  and  a  proviso  enabling 
the  Company  to  redeem  the  shares  at  a  premium  of  £B 
per  centum. 

The  Chairman  by  his  affidavit  deposed  thus: — "In 
creating  the  several  classes  of  preference  shares  and  stocks, 
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none  of  ihem.  are  created  as  guaranteed  Bhare8»  so  as  to  en-        i857. 

Utle  the  holders  thereof  to  receive  any  arrears  of  dividend      ^h^^^ 

for  one  half-year  out  of  the  net  profits  of  the  Company  ^ 

for  anv  future  half-year/'  Nosthebw 

Railway  Co. 


ArgtmteiU, 


Mr.  Dcmid,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  E.  R  Turner,  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
now  moved  for  a  decree  as  prayed  by  the  bilL 

They  contended,  that  the  holders  of  every  class  of  pre- 
ference stock  mentioned  in  the  bill  were  entitled  to  be  paid 
in  full,  including  all  arrears  (if  any)  upon  their  shares,  before 
the  holders  of  other  stock  could  participate  in  any  part  of 
the  profits  whenever  accruing.  This  right  was  not  confined 
to  the  holders  of  preference  stock  issued  under  the  Acts  of 
1849  and  1861;  it  extended  also  to  the  holders  of  shares 
issued  imder  the  Acts  of  1853  and  1855.  It  depended 
neither  upon  the  circumstance  of  stock  being  '^  guaranteed'' 
a  preference,  nor  upon  the  use  of  the  words  "  fixed  dividend.'' 
The  mere  stipulation  "  that  the  shares  were  to  bear  and 
receive  dividends  at  a  given  rate  per  cent  per  annum,  in 
preference  to  the  payment  of  dividends  on  the  ordinary 
shares  of  the  Company,"  was  sufficient  to  give  the  preferen- 
tial rights  for  which  the  Plaintifib  contended.  This  prin- 
ciple had  been  already  decided  in  Crawford  v.  The  North 
Eastern  Raihvay  Compamy  (a).  See  also  Stevens  v.  The 
South  Devon  Railway  Compamy  (6),  Sturge  v.  The  EaMem 
Union  Railway  Company  (c) ;  and  compare  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  decision  in  Jortin  v.  The  SoiUh  Eastern 
Railway  Compamn/  (d),  since  affirmed  by  the  Lords 
Justices,  and  reversed  by  the  House  of  Lords,  but  not  as 
regards  the  right  to  arrears, 

But  the  Plainti£b  were  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed  by 

(a)  3  K.  &  J.  723.  before  the  Lords  Jostioes,  7  D. 

(h)  9  Hare,  313.  M.  G.  158. 

(c)  24  Law  Times,  181;  S.  C.         (d)  2  Sm.  &  Gff.  48. 


10  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1857.        their  bill  upon  another  and  independent  ground.      The 

^'^^KT       dividend  (if  any)  about  to  be  declared,  must  be  for  the 

^  whole  period  elapsed  since  the  date  of  the  last  preceding 

Northern     dividend,  that  is,  June  1856  :  Companies  Clauses  Consoli- 

'  dation  Act  (a),  s.   120.     That  Act   does    not  limit    the 

Argument.  Company  as  to  the  declaration  of  a  dividend.  It  might  be 
two,  three,  or  four  years  before  they  did  so  :  Cranv/ord  v. 
The  North  EasUrn  Railway  Company.  But  the  dividend, 
whenever  declared,  must  be  for  the  entire  period  since  the 
last  preceding  dividend ;  and  upon  that  ground  only  the 
Plaintifi^  were  entitled  to  an  injunction  and  relief  as  prayed 
by  their  bill 

It  would  be  argued  that  the  Plaintifi&*  rights  in  this 
respect  were  altered,  as  regards  the  dividend  in  question,  by 
the  Act  of  1857.  But  that  Act^  by  its  preamble,  expressly 
recognised  the  priority  of  preference  stock,  as  enacted  by 
the  special  statutes  of  the  Company.  It  contained  nothing 
in  abrogation  of  that  rights  and  a  special  statute  does  not 
derogate  from  a  special  statute  without  express  words  of 
abrogation:  Jenkin*8  5th  Century,  Ca.  11,  cited  by  Lord 
Justice  Turner  in  The  Trustees  of  The  Birkenhead  Docks 
v.  Laird  (6).  Here  no  such  words  could  be  found,  even  in 
the  3rd  section  of  the  Act — the  only  one  on  which  the 
Defendants  could  rely  in  support  of  their  contention  ;  the 
true  intent  of  that  section  being,  to  restore  to  its  proper 
purposes  the  balance  of  the  fiind  to  which,  by  the  preceding 
section,  the  Company  were  authorised  to  resort  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  good  the  loss  occasioned  by  Redpath's 
frauds. 

A  dividend  once  declared  creates  a  right  in  every  person 
in  whose  &vour  it  is  declared :  Carlisle  v.  The  South  Eastern 
Railway  Company  (c).     It  was  therefore  the  duty  of  the 

(a)  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16.  (b)  4  D.  M.  G.  742. 

(c)  6  Railw.  Cm.  670 ;  5.C.,  1  M*N.  &  Gor.  6«9. 
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Plaintiffi  to  obtain  the  aid  of  the  Court  before  the  proposed        1857. 
^eetbg.  ^-^^ 

r. 
The  Great 

Tho  AUomey-Oeneral  (Sir  R.  BetheU),  Mr.  Denisiyii,  ^^'^^"^^o 
Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Roehfort  Clwrhe,  for  the  Defendants — 


ArgmnenU 


Objected  in  limine  to  the  interference  of  the  Court  in  a 
question  which  it  was  competent  to  the  shareholders  to  de- 
cide for  themselves.  By  the  120th  section  of  the  General 
Act  (a),  all  questions  relating  to  the  declaration  of  dividends 
were  left  to  the  shareholders  to  decide  at  the  general  meeting 
now  about  to  be  held,  and  with  which  the  bill  sought  to  inter- 
fere ;  and  whatever  it  is  competent  to  shareholders  to  decide 
for  thonselves  should  not  be  interfered  with  by  a  Court  of 
Equity :  Foes  v.  ffcurboUle  (&).  The  Flainti£&  represented 
but  135,0002.  out  of  3,452,4622.  of  preference  stock.  The 
vast  majority  of  the  preference  shareholders  were  content  to 
let  the  question  rest,  or  at  any  rate  to  leave  its  decision  to  the 
general  meeting.  The  body  of  shareholders  had  consented 
to  be  deprived  of  one  dividend,  on  the  full  assurance  that 
the  losses  sustained  would  be  treated  as  a  common  misfor- 
tune, to  be  borne  by  a  conmion  contribution.  It  might  be, 
that,  according  to  the  strict  letter,  the  Act  of  1857  had 
&iled  to  carry  out  what  was  the  real  arrangement^  and  thus 
the  preference  shareholders  might  be  able  to  escape  contri- 
bution to  the  common  calamity.  But  it  would  be  fatal 
to  the  general  interests  of  the  Company  for  the  Court  to 
compel  the  shareholders  to  accept  that  conclusion  at  the 
next  meeting. 

Independently,  however,  of  that  objection,  and  supposing 
the  Court  should  take  upon  itself  to  decide  the  question, 
the  Plainti&  must  fail  upon  the  issues  of  law  which  they 
had  tendered  Their  first  proposition,  that  preference  stock 
carried  with  it  a  right  to  arrears,  could  not  be  supported 

(a)  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16.  (b)  2  Hare,  461. 
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1357.       That  proposition  confounded  "  preference "'  with  **  guaran- 
^"^^      teed  "  stock — ^two  descriptions  of  property  which  were  per- 
V.  fecUj  distinct,  and  were  recognised  as  such  by  every  one 

NoBTHEBii  acquainted  with  the  stock  and  share  market,  as  the  prices 
Railway  Co.  ^£  gj^^^j^  jj^  every  day's  share  list  testified,  Quaronieed 
AiytmiML  gtock  was  entitled  to  arrears:  preference  stock  was  not; 
and  here  the  affidavit  of  the  Chairman  was  express : — "  In 
creating  the  several  classes  of  preference  shares  and  stocks, 
none  of  them  are  created  as  guaranteed  shares,  so  as  to 
entitle  the  holders  thereof  to  receive  any  arrears  of  divid^id 
for  one  half  year  out  of  the  net  profits  of  the  Company  for 
any  future  half  year ;"  and  that  affirmation  was  not  contra- 
dicted. The  Acts  of  1853  and  1855  gave  no  power  to  the 
Company  to  guarantee  dividends ;  and  although  power  for 
that  purpose  was  given  by  the  Acts  of  1849  and  1851,  !n 
neither  case  was  it  exercised. 

[Their  arguments  on  this  point  will  appear  from  the 
judgment]  (a). 

All  the  cases  cited  in  reference  to  the  rights  of  preference 
shareholders  were  decided  upon  the  particular  language  of 
the  Acts  of  Parliament  imder  which  the  stock  in  each  case 
was  issued.  In  Sturge  v.  The  Eastern  Cowrvtiee  Railway 
Compa/ny  there  was  a  guarantee  and  a  special  provision  for 
arrears. 

The  Plaintiffs'  second  proposition,  founded  on  the  120th 
section  of  the  general  Act,  was  equally  unfounded.  True^ 
a  dividend  had  not^  in  terms,  been  declared  in  respect  of 
the  half-year  ending  December,  1856  ;  but  a  scheme  had 
been  prepared,  as  required  by  the  120th  section,  showing  the 
profits  of  the  Company  during  that  period;  and  the  Act  of 
1857  had  appropriated  those  profits  in  a  particular  manner- 
That  being  so,  the  only  scheme  the  directors  could  now 

(a)  Infra,  pp.  24,  25. 
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IS 


eihibit  at  the  proposed  meeting,  was  an  account  of  profits 
accroed  since  those  which  Parliament  had  so  appropriated. 
And  if  the  profits  to  be  now  divided  were  the  profits  for  the 
half-year  ending  June,  1857,  they  must  necessarily  be 
divided,  in  respect  of  the  dividend  for  that  half-year ;  for 
dividends  and  profits  must  necessarily  be  co-incident  in 
point  of  tima 


1857. 

Henry 

r. 

Thx  Ghbat 

NORTHBBlf 

Railway  Co. 


Upon  the  Flaintifib'  contention,  the  preference  share- 
holders would  have  two  dividends  for  the  half-year  ending 
December,  1856. 

The  Vicb-Chancbllob.— Two  fiinds  for  their  dividend. 


The  Attomey-GenerdL — ^Two  dividenda  The  Srd  sec- 
tion of  the  Act  of  1857  requires  the  directors  to  apply  the 
balance  of  the  profits  for  that  half-year  "  in  paying  to  the 
proprietors  of  the  several  classes  of  preference  stock  the 
dividends  to  which  they  would  have  been  entitled  out  of 
those  profits  if  the  same  had  been  declared  and  apportioned 
as  dividend.''  The  Act  of  Parliament  is  a  substitute  for 
the  resolution  of  the  shareholders.  It  has  made  the  balance, 
be  it  i^5  or  d£^50,000,  the  dividend  for  the  half-year  ending 
1856;  and  by  the  operation  of  the  Act  all  accounts  are 
settled  up  to  that  data 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  by  the  direction  of  the  Courts  con- 
fined his  reply  to  the  question,  whether  the  Plaintifis  were 
entitled  to  arrears,  the  Yice-Chancellor  being  of  opinion, 
thaty  if  they  were,  the  Act  had  no  efiect  upon  them. 

He  contended  that  the  right  to  arrears  did  not  depend 
npon  the  particular  wording  of  any  of  the  special  Acts  of 
Parliament^  "  guarantee,"  or  "  fixed  dividends,"  or  the  like, 
bat  upon  the  broad  ground  that  their  shares  were  "  to  bear 
and  receive  dividends  in  preference  tp  the  payment  of 


Aug.  24th. 
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1857.         dividend  on  the  ordinary  shares  of  the  Company  '* —  words 

"jJ^JJ^      which  were  common  to  all  the  Acts,  and  to  every  class   of 

^     ^-  shares. 

The  Great 

Northern 

Railway    o.      ^^    Vice-Chancellor. — The   argument   has   always 
Arffument.     ^^^^^  ^j^^^  «  dividend  "  is  not  the  same  a^  "  interest;"  you 
must  make  a  profit  before  you  can  declare  a  dividend. 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C. — But  the  fallacy  of  the  Defendants' 
argument  lies  in  the  assumption  that  dividend  and  profit 
must  be  coincident  in  point  of  time;  whereas  there  is 
nothing  in  any  special  statute  of  the  Company,  or  in  the 
General  Railway  Act,  to  authorise  the  Court  in  limiting 
the  period  during  which  the  profit  must  be  made  in  respect 
of  which  the  dividend  is  to  be  declared. 

Then,  as  to  the  argument,  that,  upon  the  Plaintiflfe'  con- 
struction, they  will  be  paid  twice  over,  that  consequence 
will  be  easily  prevented  by  a  declaration  that  they  are  to 
accept  what  the  Court  gives  them  in  full  discharge  of  all 
claim  in  respect  of  their  shares 


Judgment.        ViCB-ChANCELLOR   SiE  W.   PAGE  WoOD  : — 

The  3rd  section  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  of  1857  has 
created  a  difficulty  requiring  much  consideration.  I  was, 
therefore,  anxious  that  the  whole  of  this  case  should  be 
most  fully  argued. 

Whether  the  shares  in  question  were  preference  shares,  in 
such  a  sense  as  to  entitle  them  to  arrears,  or  not,  in  either 
event,  except  for  the  3rd  section  of  the  Act,  I  should  not 
have  found  any  difficulty  in  the  case;  because  it  appears  to 
me,  that  the  purport  and  scheme  of  the  Act  are  simply  to 
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carry  into  effect  an  arrangement,  by  which,  out  of  the  ordi-         1857. 

nary  profits  realised  by  the  Company  in  a  certain  half-year,         Uk^hy 

and^hich  would  otherwise  have  been  appropriated  among  ^hb  Great 

the  shareholders,  a  common  calamity  which  has  befallen  Northern 

•^  Railway  Co. 


the  whole  Company  would  be  set  right. 

As  regards  that  calamity,  I  entirely  coincide  in  the  view 
taken  by  the  counsel  who  first  advised  the  Company,  that  it 
is  to  be  viewed  as  any  other  calamity — the  fall  of  a  tunnel, 
the  effect  of  an  inundation,  or  the  like ;  and  although,  at 
first,  it  occurred  to  me  that  there  might  be  some  special 
case  made  for  saying  that  the  preference  shareholders,  as 
they  are  termed,  ought  to  bear  a  proportion  of  the  loss, 
regard  being  had  to  the  forgery  of  their  preference  stock, 
which  let  in  other  persons  to  share  in  that  stock,  as  well  as 
to  the  difficulty  by  which  they,  in  common  with  the  other 
shareholders,  were  met  in  getting  any  dividend  at  all,  inde- 
pendent of  the  Act,  yet,  upon  further  consideration — and 
even  before  hearing  a  reply — it  did  not  appear  to  me  that 
any  such  equity  could  attach  to  them.     It  appeared  to  me, 
that  it  was  simply  equivalent  to  a  loss  occasioned  by  the 
fraudulent  conduct  of  a  clerk,  who  might  have  absconded 
with  a  box  containing  the  money  that  has  been  lost  to  the 
Company.     Such  a  loss  could  be  treated  only  as  a  common 
calamity,  and  could  not,  in  the  slightest  degree,  vary  the 
position  of  the  several  proprietors  of  stock  as  between  them- 
selves.    Like  any  other  calamity,  it  would  have  to  be  met 
before  profit  could  be  realised ;  and  any  profit  which  would 
afterwards  be  realised  would  be  applied,  like  any  other 
profit,  in  payment  of  shareholders  according  to  their  prio- 
rities of  dividend; 

Taking  that  view  of  the  calamity  that  has  befallen  this 
Company,  I  should  have  no  doubt  whatever,  were  it  not  for 
the  3rd  section  of  the  Act  of  1857,  that  the  legal  result  of 
the  contract,  and  the  equitable  right  of  the  parties,  after 


Judgment. 


Thb  Great 
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a  fraud  like  the  present  had  been  committed,  would  be,  that 
the  loss  which  ensued  should  be  borne  out  of  the  whole 
profits  of  the  concern ;  and  if  that  reduced  the  profits  to  nil, 

NoBTHBRN     the  next  time  profit  accrued,  such  profit  would  be  divided 
*  according  to  the  contract  into  which  the  parties  have 

Judgment,     entered.    Accordingly,  not  merely  pursuant  to  the  strict 
letter  of  the  120th  section  of  the  Companies  Clauses  Con- 
solidation Act  (a),  but   in  conformity  with  what  is  just 
and  right  between  the  parties,  the  next  dividend  would 
be    declared    according    to    the    balance-sheet    framed 
since   the    last    declaration  of   dividend.     At  the  meet- 
ing of  the  12th  of  March,  the  Company,  supposing  them  to 
have  had  power  to  deal  with  the  frmd  as  they  then  proposed 
to  deal  with  it,  would  have  brought  themselves  literally 
within  the  120th  section,  by  resolving  that  no  dividend 
should  be  declared.     That^  in  fact,  was  the  resolution  passed 
at  the  meeting  of  the  12th  of  March;  and  no  dividend 
having  been   declared  at  that  meeting,  at  the  meeting 
which  is  now  about  to  be  held,  the  account  would  be  made 
up  for  the  entire  year,  ending  the  30th  of  June,  1857. 
That  account  would  show,  that,  in  the  first  half  of  that  year, 
no  profit  had  accrued  to  be  divided,  nor  had  anything  that 
could  be  called  a  dividend,  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  term, 
been  declared,  or  accrued  to  any  one ;  and  the  Company 
being  now  about  to  divide  their  profits,  the  dividend  would 
be  computed  from  the  last  preceding  period  down  to  which 
the  profits  were  divided,  viz.  the  30th  of  June,  1856 — ^that 
is,  the  entire  current  year ;  and  the  preference  shareholders 
would  take  their  5  per  cent  or  4^  per  cent,  out  of  the 
realised  profit  upon  the  whole  of  that  year  before  anything 
could  be  paid  to  any  ordinary  shareholder. 

In  reference  to  the  meeting  of  the  1 2th  of  March,  and  the 
resolution  passed  at  that  meeting,  I  will  notice  in  passing 
an  observation  of  the  Attomey-Oeneral  founded  upon  Foes 

(a)  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16. 
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V.  HarbotUe  (a),   that  the  Company  were  the  parties  to        1857. 
&ect  what  should  be  done  with  reference  to  declaring  a     "HBHar" 
dmdend.     That  of  course  was  so.     They  had  full  power  ^    j>     Z' 
8ay  whether  there  should  or  should  not  be  a  dividend ;  but,     Nobtuebn 
Wiug  contracted  as  a  Company  to  give  a  preference  to         ^^^    ^' 
certain  shareholders,  they  had  no  power  to   say  *we  will     •'«&»«»*• 
pay  those  shareholders,  to  whom  we  have  agreed  to  pay  so 
mufih  per  cent,  a  less  sum,'  or  in  any  way  to  vary  their 
rights  with  respect  to  that  sum.    Nor  indeed  did  they  pur* 
port  by  this  resolution  to  do  anything  of  the  kind,  they 
only  purported  to  authorise  the  directors  at  once  to  make 
good  the  losses  that  had  occurred  out  of  the  fund  in 
questioD. 

If  I  am  to  assume  that  the  shareholders  who  have  a  pre- 
ferential dividend  concurred  in  that  resolution, — ^and  I  do 
not  see  that  it  makes  any  essential  difference  whether  I 
assume  that  or  not — ^it  could  only  be  that  they  concurred 
as  a  portion  of  the  Company,  not  as  voting  in  their  separate 
rights^  and  saying  *  we  authorise  that  fund  which  will  be 
appropriated  to  our  special  dividend,  if  ever  it  comes  to  be 
declared,  to  be  handed  over   for  this  pa]:ticular  purpose/ 
Had  it  been  shown  that  proxies  had  been  granted  by  the 
holders  of  these  prefereoce  stocks  individually,  and  in  their 
capacity  of  preference  shareholders  authorising  such  an  ap- 
propriation, it  would  have  been  a  different  matter.     But 
this  is  simply  a  common  vote  of  the  Company,  in  which  a 
resolution  of  the  majority  of  the  shareholders  is  binding. 
And  no  resolution  of  the  Company,  qu&  Company,  could 
possibly  amount  to  a  resolution  which  woidd  in  the  slightest 
degree  vary  the  rights  of  the  shareholders  of  the  different 
stocks. 

If  that  be  so,  the  question  is,  whether  Parliament  has 
varied  those  rights  by  the  Act  of  1857. 

(a)2Hnre,  461. 
VOU IV.  C 
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1857.  Afl  £Eur  as  regards  the  2nd  section  of  the  Act  of  1857,  it 

^"^i^       appears  to  me  that  Parliament  did  nothing  more   than 

-, T:  give  effect  to  the  rescdution  of  the  12th  of  March.     All  that 

NoBTHraif    18  there  enacted  ib,  that  the  £243,000  and  any  moneys 

which  should  be  received  by  the  Company  towards  the  reim- 

Judgmemt.      bnrsement  of  the  loss,  should  be  applied  in  payment  of  all 
moneys  expended  by  the  Company  owing  to  such  frauds  and 
fbigeriea;  then  in  payment  of  certain  costs  and  charges^ 
and  then  in  the  repurchase,  as  they  should  think  fit»  of  the 
stocky  in  order  to  cancel  that  which  had  been  thus  fi»udu- 
lently  created ;  and  that,  after  such  purchasing  and  cancel- 
ling, it  should  be  lawful  for  the  Company  to  exercise  all  the 
powers  vested  in  them  for  the  creation  and  issue  of  capital, 
as  fully  as  though  no  such  stock  had  been  fiuudulenUy 
created.     But  that  was  doing  nothing  more  than  what  the 
shareholders  were  desirous  to  declare  by  their  resolution, 
but  could  not  achieve  without  the  authority  of  Parliament. 
It  does  not  indicate  any  intention  on  the  part  of  Parliament 
to  alter  in  the  slightest  degree  the  rights  of  shareholders  to 
be  paid  out  of  profits  according  to  their  respective  priorities. 

This  brings  me  to  the  3rd  section,  which  makes  it  a 
matter  of  considerable  importance  to  discuss  the  question 
whether  the  preference  shareholders  are  entitied  to  be  paid 
out  of  profits  whenever  accruing — ^in  other  words,  whether 
they  are  entitied  to  arrears  before  any  dividend  can  be  paid 
to  any  ordinary  shareholder. 

If  the  preference  shareholders  are  so  entitied  to  arrears, 
then  the  clause  in  question  presents  no  difficulty.  In  that 
vieWy  there  is  no  indication  in  the  Act  of  any  intention  on 
the  part  of  the  Legislature  to  deprive  them  of  so  important 
a  right  The  question  is — and  it  is  the  whole  point  of  the 
case  as  it  seems  to  me-— whether  the  remedy  given  them  by 
the  3rd  section  is  substitutional,  or  merely  a  cumulative 
remedy,  in  respect  of  their  rights  under  their  contracts 
with  the  Company.     If  their  rights  were,  to  be  paid  the 
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v\kole  of  th^r  arrears,  then  I  could  not  hesitate  to  saj,  that        1857. 
aU  that  the    Legislature   meant  by  the  3rd  section  was     "hemrT 
t\us,  •  You  the  Company  have  a  certain  amount  of  pro-  *• 

fit»  out  of  which,  after  doing  all  that  the  2nd  section  of  this     Nohthern 

Act  has  directed  to  be  done,  a  surplus  may  be  found  to        

xemain  even  befcNre  another  meeting  is  held.    If  so,  that     *^*<<f7*"«^ 
surplus  will  be  realised  profits,  which  the  preference  shore^ 
holders  would  have  received,  had  not  Parliament  thought 
fit  to  take  this  out  of  their  hands  for  a  time ;  but  you  are 
not  to  delay  them  an  hour  beyond  the  time  at  which  divi- 
dends can  be  declared.    Therefore,  you  are  not  to  deprive 
them  of  any  balance  which  may  remain,  but  are  to  apply 
soch  balance  in  payment  of  their  dividenda    All  their 
ordinsiy  rights  will  remain  the  same,  and  we  leave  untouched 
the  rights  of  the  preference  shareholders  under  the  contracts 
yoQ  have  made  with  them,  to  receive,  the  one  class,  5  per 
cent,  the  other  4^  per  cent.,  before  the  ordinary  shareholders 
touch  any  money/     Surely,  upon  no  reasonable  construe- 
ti<m  of  ttus  Act  can  it  be  contended,  that  a  right  so  im- 
portant^ so  likely  to  be  realised,  having  regard  to  the  appa- 
r^tly  prosperous  condition  of  this  Cbmpany,  notwithstand- 
ing the  fraud  that  had  been  perpetrated,  is  to  be  frittered 
away,  simply  because  Parliament  has  said,  '  if  there  be  any 
8ur]dus  of  this  fund  you  shall  be  paid  out  of  that  surplus,' 
so  that  thereupon  all  other  rights  are  to  be  extinguished. 
Such  an  extinguishment,  if  intended,  would  have  been 
expressly  provided  for  by  the  Act 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  preference  shareholders  have 
no  such  right  to  arrears^  then  considerable  difficulty  is 
thrown  upon  the  case  by  the  clause  in  question.  If 
Parliament  looked  upon  the  right  of  the  preference  share- 
holders, not  as  a  right  to  receive  5  per  cent,  upon  their  stock 
before  any  other  shareholder  could  touch  any  dividend — 
bat  merely  as  a  right  at  each  epoch  of  division  of 
pn^ta^  whether  periodical  or  not  in  the  strict  sense  as 

c  2 
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1857.  to  fixed  period,  to  take  their  chance  of  as  much  as  they 
"5^JJ^  could  get  up  to  5  per  cent,  with  no  right,  in  the  event  of  a 
The  Great  ^^^^^^^^7  ^*  that  particular  epoch,  to  make  good  the 
NoRiHERN  arrears  upon  a  subsequent  division  of  profits — then  the 
^^"^  ^  construction  for  which  the  Defendants  contend  would  not 
Judgment,      y^  ^^^  Unreasonable  a  construction  to  put  upon  the  clause 

in  question — ^in  fact  it  would  be  difficult  to  construe  it 

otherwise. 

If  such  were  their  rights  in  the  contemplation  of 
Parliament,  and  if,  added  to  this,  the  half-yearly  payments 
at  epochs  are  to  be  the  true  test,  much  might  be  said  in 
favour  of  the  Defendants'  contention,  that,  upon  the  whole 
of  the  Act,  the  intention  of  Parliament  was  to  give  the 
preference  shareholders  whatever  balance  might  remain 
after  making  good  the  losses  occasioned  by  the  firaud,  and 
so  finally  to  settle  that  half-yearly  accoimt  Then  the 
120th  section  of  the  general  Act  (a),  which  enacts  that  the 
profits  shall  be  calculated  for  the  period  since  the 
preceding  ordinary  meeting  at  which  a  dividend  was 
declared,  will  not  have  application  to  a  state  of  things  such 
as  this  under  the  special  Act,  but  the  account  must  be 
taken  for  the  last  half  year  only,  and  the  account  for  the 
previous  half-year  must  be  considered  as  settled  by  the 
3rd  clause.  The  strongest  point  of  view  in  which  it  was  put 
on  behalf  of  the  Defendants  was  this,  that,  if  the  account 
be  taken  for  the  entire  year,  a  dividend  would  be  de- 
clared for  the  entire  year,  upon  which  a  right  of  action 
would  arise,  and  that  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  3rd 
clause,  which  provides,  that,  tdtra  that  dividend,  the  pre- 
ference shareholders  are  to  be  paid  out  of  another  fund. 

It  seemed  to  me,  therefore,  from  the  first,  to  be  ex- 
ceedingly desirable  to  come  to  a  definite  conclusion  upon 
the  question,  (although  I  am  by  no  means  positive  that 

(a)  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16. 
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it  ia  necessary  to  decide  it),  whether  the  preference  share-        1857. 
holders  are  really  entitled  to  arreara  "uenrt" 

V. 

The  Great 
A  fflimlar  question  came  before  me  in  a  case  referred  to    Northebx 
.     ,                  ^   t                            11           *i       j'«*     li^              Railway  Co. 
in  the  coarse  of  the  alignment ;  but  there  the  dimculty  was        

got  ofver  by  my  coming  to  the  conclusion,  that,  upon  the      •Ms7»»e»<. 

words  of  the  special  Acts  of  Parliament^   the   dividends 

were  a  charge  upon  the  revenues  of  the  Company.    It 

appears  to  me  that  all  these  cases  must  be  decided  on 

the  special  provisions  of  each  particular  Act  of  Parliament 

As  regards  the  two  first  classes  of  stock,  the  Five  per 
cent  in  perpetuity,  and  the  First  five  per  cent  redeem- 
able I  have  no  great  difficulty,  even  if  the  term  "  gua- 
rantee" is  to  be  of  that  technical  importance  which  the 
Defendants  contend  that  I  am  bound  to  assign  to  it 

I  set  no  value  upon  the  conversation  which  takes  place 
at  meetings  of  the  description  in  evidence  before  me 
because,  after  all,  one  must  judge  of  the  result  by  what  is 
embodied  in  the  resolutiona     Still,  there  is  some  little 
negative  evidence  arising  firom  those  discussions,  for  they 
do  not  at  all  show,  to  my  mind, — or  rather  they  tend  to 
show  the  contrary — that  the  terms  ''preference''  and 
"guarantee"  have  acquired  a  technical  and  settled  dis- 
tinction, to  such  an  extent,  that  when  you  speak  of  "  pre- 
ference stock,''  all  the  railway  world  must  immediately 
understand  that  you  do  not  mean   stock,  which  carries 
aneais.      *•  Guarantee"  is  not  a  technical  word;    "gua- 
rantee" is  a  l^al  word  which  we  well  understand,  and 
upon  which  one  would  have  to  decide  upon  the  force  of  the 
legsl  erpression ;  but  '^  preference  "  stock  is  a  word  in  some 
degree  diffiairent     And  possibly  it  might  materially  affect 
my  deciaon,  if  ihexe  was  a  common  custom  of  business  or 
ir^de,  or  whatever  it  might  be  called,  by  which  every  one 
was  to  understand,  that,  when  he  got  preference  stock,  he 
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1857.        was  not  to  be  guaranteed  his  preference;  although  this 

^"^^^      would  not  conclude  the  question,  for  to  be  **  guaranteed/' 

^'  as  I  apprehend,  gives  a  right  of  action  against  the  Company, 

Northern     and  the  guarantee  may  be  enforced  by  judgment^  and  that 

'  judgment  might  go  to  the  whole  of  the  goods  of  the  CJom- 

Judgmeiu,  pany,  and  would  not  depend  upon  whether  there  was  a 
dividend  or  no  dividend.  The  guarantee  might  not  arise 
until  the  dividend  was  declared  (that  might  or  might  not 
be  so  under  the  words  used  in  the  guarantee) ;  but,  whether 
it  did  so  or  not,  guaranteed  stock  would  not  be  the  same 
thing  as  preference  stock,  but  would  have  a  different  effect 
The  question,  however,  that  arises  here^  is,  whether  every- 
body understands,  when  he  is  told  that  he  has  preference 
stock  at  5  per  cent,  that  he  is  to  have  half-yearly  divi- 
dends and  nothing  else,  and  that  he  is  not  to  have  arrears. 
[  cannot  find  that  any  such  understanding  has  arisen ;  on 
the  contrary,  at  one  of  the  meetings  referred  to— that  of  the 
7th  of  June — ^it  is  clear  that  no  such  distinction  was  present 
to  the  mind  af  any  shareholder. 

At  this  meeting  of  the  7th  of  June,  1849,  when  the  Act 
of  1849  is  pending  in  Parliament — ^whether  with  this  clause 
in  it  or  not  does  not  appear,  and,  therefore,  I  will  not  as- 
sume that  the  clause  was  in  it — a  resolution  is  come  to, 
that  certain  scrip  shares  are  to  be  issued  upon  the  terms 
and  conditions  recommended  by  the  directors  to  the  meet- 
ing, "  each  bearing  5  per  cent  interest  or  preference 
dividend  in  perpetuity/' 

It  was  argued,  that  this  might  possibly  mean  interest  for 
the  year  during  which  they  are  allowed  to  pay  interest  out 
of  capital,  or  the  like,  which  in  some  railway  Acts  is  the 
case ;  but  it  appears  to  me  clear,  that  there,  as  far  as  the 
resolution  could  go,  they  put  interest  and  dividend  in  plain 
and  distinct  apposition — the  one  as  being  equivalent  to  the 
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other.    The  ihares  are  to  bear  interest  or  dividend  at  that        i657. 
™^  Hbnat 

V. 

Thb  Gxkat 
Then  oomeB  the  Act  of  1849,  which  did  not  receive  the    Mosthbsn 

Royal  Anent  until  after  the  resolution  was  passed.    That  ^^^  ^^ 

Act  ratifies  the  cancelling  of  forfeited  shares  and  issuing  of     •^•^^mmc 

new  shares  since  the  5th  of  June ;  and  then  it  is  enacted 

—[His  Honour  read  the  clauses  of  the  Act  set   out 

above  (a)]. 

I  think  Mr.  Denison  is  right  in  saying,  that  the  2nd 
of  these  clauses  is  a  general  clause,  thrown  in  by  the  com- 
mittee as  a  safeguard  to  meet  any  case  of  preference  shares, 
meaning  that  no  such  shares  should  be  prejudiced  by  this 
Act  of  Parliament — the  Legislature  not  having  opportunity 
to  investigate  whether  or  not  preference  shares  had,  in  fact^ 
been  issued. 

The  next  thing  after  that^  is  a  meeting  held  on  the  11th 
of  August^  1849  (the  Act  now  being  passed) ;  and  at  that 
meeting  there  is  a  report  read,  which  refers  distinctly  to  the 
resolation  of  the  7th  of  June,  and  states  that  the  measures 
authorised  by  the  extraordinary  meeting  of  June  last  have 
been  attended  with  complete  success;  and  that,  by  a  clause 
in  the  Orectt  Northern  Act^  which  had  received  the  Koyal 
Assent^  Parliament  had  sanctioned  the  issue  of  those  sharea 
Now,  the  Company  are  told  by  the  report^  that  the  shares 
which  they  are  authorised  to  issue  ''  bear  interest  or  divi- 
dend in  perpetuity  at  5  per  cent,''  that  such  shares  have 
been  issued,  and  that  about  4000  of  them  have  been  taken. 
Then  the  report  mentions  difficulties  arising  from  the  whole 
of  SDch  shares  not  having  been  taken  up;  and  that  it  is  in- 
tended to  give  the  registered  proprietors  of  all  classes  the 
option  of  taking  up  the  remaining  25,000  shares  upon  pay- 

(a)  Supra,  p.  6. 
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1857.        ment  of  102.  10a.  a  share;  and  this  report  is  adopted  by  the 
^'eevky       whole  body  of  the  meeting  unanimously. 

V, 

The  Gbeat 

Northern        Now,  if  a  resolution  of  three-fifths  of  the  proprietors  be 

'  necessary  to  make  a  guarantee  for  payment  of  dividend  not 

Judgment  exceeding  this  amount,  it  appears  to  me  clear  that  the 
proprietors  had  ratified  completely,  and  perfectly,  by 
their  resolution  at  this  meeting,  all  that  had  be^i  done 
on  the  7th  of  June;  and  what  had  been  done  on  the 
7th  of  June  was  the  issuing  of  shares,  "which  should 
bear  5  per  cent  interest  or  preference  dividend  in  per- 
petuity." The  whole  title  of  the  shareholder  would 
depend  upon  those  two  resolutions,  the  one  previous  to 
the  Act,  and  the  other  subsequent  to  the  Act;  and  if  he 
is  told  that  he  has  got  5  per  cent,  preference  stock 
issued  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  1849,  I  should 
be  strongly  inclined  to  hold  that  it  would  be  too  late  for 
any  Company,  after  having  got  this  money,  and  paid 
dividend  upon  it,  and  received  the  ftiU  benefit  of  it 
without  dispute  or  demur,  and  having  issued  those  papers 
which  are  issued  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  to 
sustain  an  objection  founded  upon  three-fifths  of  the  pro- 
prietors not  having  assented,  if  such  an  objection  were 
made.  Even  the  Courts  of  law  have  held  in  cases  of  this 
description,  where  no  objection  is  taken,  and  where  the 
Company  avails  itself  of  the  benefit  of  the  Act,  that  it  is 
somewhat  late  for  parties  to  come,  and  say, '  true  it  is,  there 
was  a  meetmg,  but  three-fifths  did  not  assent; '  still  more, 
to  come,  and  say, '  you  do  not  show  that  three-fifths  did  as- 
sent;' certainly  the  onus  is  on  the  parties  who  took  the 
benefit  of  this  Act,  to  show  that  there  was  informality  when 
they  purported  to  issue  shares  in  pursuance  of  the  Act. 
It  appears  to  me,  as  regards  the  Act  of  1849,  that  the 
description  of  the  shares  would  lead  any  shareholder  to 
suppose  that  they  were  issued  in  conformity  with  the  Act. 
And  it  appears  to  be  the  sound  construction  of  the  Act, 
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that  it  mtuat  be  taken  moRt  strongly  against  the  persons  to        i%57. 

^l^om  the  money  is  to  be  advanced,  and  that  the  stock      "^^J^T^ 

issued  by  tbem  is  to  be  taken  as  stock  which  is  duly  issued.    „     ^ 

,       ^  ^  The  Gssat 

li  it  were  necessary  to  determine  here  the  question  of     Nortiibrm 

gaaiantee,  upon  the  Company's  having  complied  or  not       ^Zi. 

wiih  the  provisions  guaranteeing  the  payment  of  dividend     «^*<f7"*^^ 

am  this  stock,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  words  "  issued  in 

purauanoe  of  the  Act>"  imply  that  the  whole  issue  was  made 

with  a  guarantee  of  the  payment  of  dividend  if  three-fifths 

I  votes  consented. 


Mr.  DmiiUon  gave  an  answer  to  one  observation  which  I 
made,  which  applied  distmcUy  to  the  Act  of  ]  851,  but  did 
not  apply  quite  so  strongly  to  the  Act  of  1849,  because 
there  are  some  general  words  which  might  give  the  power 
of  issuing  preference  shares  independently  of  that  Act ; — 
but^  as  r^ards  the  Act  of  1851,  there  is  no  power  to  issue 
preference  shares  except  under  the  clause  which  speaks  of 
guanmteeing  the  payment     His  answer  was,  I  think,  in- 
genious, that,  there  being  a  larger  power, — ^namely,  the 
power  of  guaranteeing — ^that  implied  the  smaller  power  of 
isBomg  preference  stock.     But^  unless  there  be  this  settled 
and  weQ-understood  difierence  (which  I  have  not  arrived 
at^  at  all,  upon  the  fiace  of  these  proceedings,)  between 
holders  of  stock  of  this  description,  that  when  you  simply 
say,  "  dividend-  on  preference  shares,"  no  such  right  is  to 
accrue,  it  does  appear  to  me,  that  if  you  hold  out  to  the 
sbaidiolder  that  you  are  issuing  the  stock  by  that  descrip- 
tion, and  that  it  is  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Acts  of 
1849  and  1851,  he  will  take  it  to  be  guaranteed  under  the 
power  of  those  Acts,  and  the  onus  will  lie  upon  you  to  show 
that  you  are  not  deceiving  the  public  in  issuing  stock-— ex- 
pressed to  be  issued  under  those  provisions — but  including 
aD  the  provisions  except  the  guarantee.     Having  a  certain 
power, — ^namely,  the  power  of  issuing  with  or  without  gua- 
lantee— -can  you  say  that  an  issue  "  under  the  provisions  of 
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1857.        the  Act^''  does  not  cany  the  guarantee,  but  only  a  pre* 
^u^     feienoe. 

V. 

Thb  Grbat 

NoBTHEBN         It  appears  to  me  to  be  less  important  to  discuss  that 

point  now,  inasmuch  as  I  cannot  divest  my  mind  of  the  oon- 

Judgment,  clusion  upon  the  subsequent  Acts — ^the  Acts  of  1863  and 
1855 — ^which  simply  give  dividends  at  a  fixed  rate  in  pre- 
ference to  any  dividend  to  ordinary  shareholders^  that  what 
waa  intended  to  be  given  must  be  afized  share  of  the  whole 
profits  of  the  concern  before  any  other  shareholder  gets 
any  share  in  such  profits.  That  extends  to  the  whole  pro- 
fitSy  for  it  is  very  important  to  observe,  that  neither  the 
Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  nor  either  of  these 
special  Acts,  lays  down  any  time  at  which  the  dividend  is 
to  be  mada  It  rests  entirely  with  the  Company  to  say 
when  they  will  divide  profits* 

The  Acts  of  1853  and  1855  are  nearly  in  the  same  words 
— ^for  I  agree  with  Mr.  Lwmd,  that  the  term  "fixed  divi- 
dend'' in  the  latter  makes  no  di£ferenoe  in  the  two  cases ; 
and  by  the  first  of  those  Acts  it  is  enacted,  that  the  Company 
shall  be  authorised  to  raise  shares  "  which  shall  bear  and 
receive  dividends  at  the  rate  of  4^  per  cent,  per  annum  in 
preference  to  the  payment  of  dividend  on  the  ordinary 
shares  of  the  Company."  And  the  Company  is  empowered 
to  redeem  the  same  on  six  months  notica  Had  it  been 
*•  half-yearly  dividends,"  or  "yearly  dividends,''  or  the  like, 
as  it  is  in  the  special  Act  of  1848  (a),  then  indeed  the  case 
would  have  been  the  other  way ;  then  it  would  be  plain 

(a)    The   Act  of   1848    em-  and  it  was  thereby  enacted,  that 

powered  shareholders  who  had  thenceforth,  in  respect  of  each 

paid  up  half  the  amount  of  any  whole  share  so  divided,  the  whole 

share  or  shares,  to  require  eadi  of  the   interest   and    dividends 

share  to  be  converted  into  two  which  would  in  each  year  have 

half  shares,  one  to  be  denomi-  accrued,  should  be  applied  in  pay- 

nated  "^  deferred  half-share,"  the  ment,  in  the  firstplace,  of  interest 

other  '*  guaranteed  half-share ;"  or  dividend  at  6  per  cent  on  the 
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ihat  the  diTision  of  profits  was  to  take  place  half-yearly  or        i857. 
yeaily,  and  ihai  out  of  the  half-year's  or  the  year's  profits*     ^hotT 
and  out  of  ihoBe  only,  the  holders  of  preference  shares  were    _,     ^ 
to  have  the  dividends  mentioned  in  the  Act ;  bat  here  it     Northskh 
says  "*  dividends  at  the  rate  of  4^  per  cent  per  annum."        _!. 
Now  the  word  *  dividend/'  in  its  most  narrow  and  restricted     •'«*««»*• 
fi^Qse,  can  mean  nothing  less  than  a  share  of  the  profits  of 
the  Company.    And  if  there  is  nothing  in  the  Act  to  cut  it 
down  to  a  share  of  the  half-yearly  or  yearly  profiia,  or  to 
any  other  definite  period  whatever,  why  am  I  so  to  confine  it, 
why  am  I  not  tohold  that  the  true  construction  of  the  Act  is, 
that  the  holders  of  this  stock  shall  take  out  of  the  profito  of 
the  Company  whenever  they  may  accrue  4  per  cent  per 
annum  from  the  dato  of  the  advance,  before  any  other  per- 
son shall  take  a  fiarthing  out  of  the  profits  of  the  Company 
at  any  time  of  division?    It  is  like  the  case  pressed  upon 
me,  with  a  di£krent  view,  of  an  ordinary  partnershipL    It  is 
one  thing  if  the  partnership  deed  provides  that  the  profits 
shall  he  divided  annually ;  but  if  that  be  not  the  case — ^if  it 
be  simply  a  partnership  for  so  many  years,  and  the  deed 
provides,  that  out  of  the  profits  one  partner  shall  have  so 
much  per  cent  upon  his  capital  before  any  profit  shall  be  re- 
ceived by  any  of  his  other  partners,  that  partner  will  have 
at  any  distance  of  time  the  right  to  call  for  his  4^  per  cent 
before  a  iartinng  of  the  profits  can  be  touched  by  any 
other  partner ;  and  if  he  has  not  been  paid  his  4^  per  cent 
when  the  rest  choose  to  make  a  dividend,  he  may  say  'Those 
profits  are  mina    I  was  to  have  a  dividend  amounting  to 
4|per  cent  per  annunu    I  have  not  got  it;  and  until  I  have 
got  it  you  cannot  have  any  share.' 

It  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  any  straining  of  the  Acts 
of  1853  and  1865,  to  hold  that  this  is  their  true  construc- 
tion.    On  the  contrary,  if  I  must  resort  to  any  other  con- 

anurant  paid  upon  the  half-share  alone  he  payahle  to  the  half- 
80  denonunated  **  guaranteed,**  share  so  denominated  "deferred.** 
and  the  remainder,  if  any,  should 
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1857.        struction,  not  only  is  it  contrary  to  the  true  oonstraction  of 

""^^^^^      the  Acts,  "dividend''  in  its  narrowest    sense  meaning 

The  Great    "  ^^^^  ^^  profits,"  but  might  be  productive  of  the  greatest 

NoRTHBBN    possible  inconvenience.     It  may  not  be  the  case  with  this, 

'  which  is  a  successful  Company,  supported  by  wealthy  men, 

Judffmem,      ^j^Q  jj^y  ^^^^  absorbed,  to  a  great  extent^  the  preferential 
shares ;  but  in  many,  I  may  say,  in  the  majority  of  Com- 
panies, strangers  are  brought  in  as  holders  of  such  shares 
when  the  original  shareholders  are  nearly  rmned.     The 
original  shareholders  take  the  benefit  of  the  capital  so 
brought  in,  and  stipulate  to  pay  preferential  dividends  at 
5  per  cent    The  majority  clearly  can  have  no  rights  as 
every  one  must  see,  to  alter  that  bargain ;  but  what  they 
cannot  do  directly,  they  may  do  with  the  greatest  ease  and 
without  firaud  by  another  coursa    To  put  the  case  beyond 
all  question  of  fraud,  suppose  them  to  have  half-yearly 
dividends,  not  making  them  for  the  occasion,  but  dividing 
half  yearly,  and  repeating  that  division  from  year  to  year. 
Suppose,  then,  that  they  wish  to  speculate  upon  a  larger 
amount  of  profit,  by  carrying  on  business  to  a  larger  extent 
with  an  increased  number  of  carriages  and  locomotivea 
All  this  would  be  fair.     Now  suppose  they  were  to  say, 
'let  us  make  this  outlay  whenever  there  is  only  just 
enough  to  pay  the  preferential  shareholders,  and  nothing 
to  pay  us ;'  and  suppose  this  to  be  done ; — ^the  preferential 
shareholders  would  bear  the  whole  burthen  of  paying  for 
the  whole  of  the  rolliag  stock ;  they  would  lose,  to  that 
extent,  their  dividends  for  that  half  year;  and  the  next  hidf 
year,  if  this  construction  be  correct,  they  would  have  no 
daim  whatever  in  respect  of  their  loss.    Presently,  when  the 
outlay  had  been  made,  and  the  business  had  increased  in  con- 
sequence, the  Company  might  have  a  large  fund  coining  in, 
and  the  ordinary  shareholders  would  be  entitled  to  divide 
it ;  in  other  words,  they  would  get,  by  force  of  this  con- 
struction, a  dividend — that  is,  a  share  of  the  profits — before 
the  holders  of  the  preference  shares  had  received  dividends, 
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or  a  share  of  the  profit  amotmting  to  the  stipulated  5  per        i857. 
ftaitperamiunL  ^^^ 

V, 

Tub  Great 
For  these  reasons,  I  am  very  strongly  of  opinion,  that  if     Nortusrx 

you  announce,  that,  by  an  Act  of  Parliament,  certain  share-  ^'^^^^  ^ 
holders  are  to  have  dividends  amounting — some  to  4^  per  •'^»*»«»<- 
cent,  others  to  5  per  cent,  per  annum  (that  is  to  say,  a 
share  of  the  profits  to  that  amount) — ^in  preference  to  the 
payment  of  any  dividend  upon  the  ordinary  shares  of  the 
Company,  you  must  take  care  that  the  persons  to  whom 
yon  give  this  preference  receive  dividends  to  these  amounts 
out  of  the  profits  of  the  Company  (whenever  accruing), 
before  you  take  one  sixpence  for  any  dividend  to  the  share- 
holders, whom  I  may  term  the  ordinary  shareholders  of  the 
concenu  Having  come  to  that  conclusion  as  to  the  rights 
of  the  preference  shareholders,  independently  of  the  Act  of 
1857,  it  appears  to  me,  for  the  reasons  I  have  already  given, 
that  no  intention  to  the  contrary  is  apparent  on  the  face  of 
that  Act  There  is  no  natural  equity  but  what  is  the  other 
way.  The  calamity  which  has  befallen  the  Company  does 
not  affect  the  rights  of  the  shareholders  inter  se,  but  is  a 
common  loss,  to  be  paid  for  out  of  the  general  assets  of  the 
Company;  and  such  being  the  loss,  the  profit  is  diminished 
accordingly.  What  remains  of  profit  should  be  divided  ac- 
cording to  the  stipulation  made  between  the  parties;  and  if 
that  stipulation  is,  that  the  preference  shareholders  are  to 
have  a  given  amount  of  interest  out  of  profits,  it  cannot 
be  a  sound  construction  of  the  Act,  to  hold  that  this  right 
18  taken  from  them  merely  because  the  Act  provides,  that> 
in  the  possible  event  of  there  being  a  surplus  (which  surplus 
would  belong,  as  realised  profits,  to  the  preference  share- 
holders), it  shall  be  'paid  to  them,  or  that  the  consequence 
of  enacting  that  they  shall  not  lose  their  right  to  be  paid 
out  of  that  particular  portion  of  the  profits,  is  to  transfer 
their  right. to  be  paid  out  of  all  other  profits,  whenever 
accruing,  to  the  ordinary  shareholders,  or  to  allow  the  ordi- 
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1857.        nary  sharoholders  to  touch  profits  without  first  fulfilling 
^"^^^2^      their  engagements.      Parliament  might  well  contemplate 
^  that  it  would  be  all  settled  before  the  next  half-yearly 

NoBTHBBir  meeting,  accordiog  to  the  view  they  take  in  dealing  with 
ttwAT  o.  ^^  fonds ;  and,  therefore,  the  true  construction  of  the  Act 
JwdgmmL  ^Quld  be : — *  Tou  shall  not  deprive  the  preference  share- 
holders of  any  interest  they  have  in  the  existing  fund 
Other  funds  we  leave  to  be  dealt  with  as  the  law  directs 
them  to  be  dealt  vritL  We  are  content  to  secure  to 
them  any  surplus  there  may  be  out  of  this  fund.  That^ 
at  least,  they  shall  have  towards  the  satis£Etction  of  their 
demand.' 

No  difficulty  arises  from  the  circumstance,  that^  upon  this 
construction  of  the  3rd  section  of  the  Act^  the  preference 
shareholders  would  have  a  right  of  action  when  the  surplus 
is  ascertained,  and  acquire  a  right  of  action  upon  the  next 
division  of  profits,  because  the  answer  would  be :  '  You  are 
only  to  get  so  much  per  cent  before  the  ordinary  share- 
holders touch  profits,  and  you  have  already  been  satisfied 
aliimda'    That  may  well  be  provided  for  by  a  declaration, 
that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  3rd  section 
of  the  Act^  the  remedy  thereby  given  to  the  preference 
shareholders  is  cumulative^  and  by  way  of  securing  to  them 
the  payment  of  the  full  amount  of  their  dividend,  and  not 
in  substitution  of  that  dividend.     After  such  a  declaration, 
they  could  not  possibly  make  any  demand ;  for  it  would 
thereby  appear  that  they  had  been  paid,  and  that  the  Act 
was  merely  a  further  security. 

Questions  as  to  whether  such  remedies  are  cumulative, 
are  not  new.  Such  a  question  was  raised  in  The  Great 
Northern  Railway  Compcmy  v.  Kennedy  (a),  where  it  was 
argued,  that  there  could  not  be  a  forfeiture  of  shares^ 
because  the  Company  had  availed  themselves  of  another 

(a)  6  Railw.  Cas.  5. 
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leiaedy;  but  tbe  Court  held  that  the  remedies  were  comu-        1857. 

V, 

The  Great 
Takmg  the  Tiew  I  have  done  as  to  the  right  of  the  pre-    Nobthsrn 

fereaoe  shareholders  to  be  first  paid  out  of  all  profits,        

whenever  accruing,  the  construction  of  the  Act  is  clear.  It  •'^«^/*«^ 
is  not  necessary  for  me  to  say  more,  than  that  I  have  not 
dearly  arrived  at  a  conclusion  that  it  must  receive  a  dif- 
ferent construction,  even  upon  the  assumption  that  the 
preference  shareholders  have  not  that  right  Had  I  taken 
that  view,  I  should  have  felt  more  doubt  upon  the  question. 
The  arguments  to  which  I  have  already  adverted,  par- 
ticularly that  as  to  double  payment  would  have  been 
entitled  to  more  weight  in  reference  to  the  question  whether 
the  provision  made  by  the  3rd  section  of  the  Act  was  not 
intmided  to  be  substitutional  for  the  half-year,  so  as  to 
amount  to  an  account  settled. 

[His  Honour  recapitulated  these  aiguments,  and  pro- 
ceeded— ] 

I  felt  much  pressed  by  the  argument  as  to  the  double 

payment    But  even  in  the  most  limited  view  as  to  the 

lights  of  the  preference  shareholders,  I  am  not  dear  that 

the  L^;islature  can  be  held  to  have  positively  taken  away 

the  right  which  existed  in  these  preference  shareholders, 

not  having  expressed  such  an  intention  more  distinctly  than 

they  have  done,  or  that  their  intention  might  not  be  to 

give  to  the  preference  shareholders  at  once,  and  before  the 

period  for  making  the  yearly  dividend,  a  chance  of  payment 

out  of  the  surplus;  or  that  they  might  not  have  con- 

tonplated — an  event  which  the  success  of  the  railway 

seems  to  have  prevented — that  the  firauds,  being  so  extensive, 

might  delay  for  a  considerable  period  the  payment  of  any 

dividend.    It  is  sufficient  for  me  to  say,  that  I  should 

certainly  have  taken  a  longer  period  for  consideration,  had  I 
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1857. 

Hbkst 

The  Gbeat 

nobthbrn 

Railway  Co. 

JydgmenL 


entertained  the  view  that  the  rights  of  the  preference  share- 
holders are  to  depend  upon  what  in  one  case  would  be  the 
mere  accident  of  the  period  at  which  the  Company  may 
choose  to  declare  their  dividend,  or  upon  what  in  another 
case  would  be  designated  by  a  stronger  expression  than  the 
term  accident ;  because  there  might  be  many  ways  in  which 
the  interest  of  the  ordinary  shareholders  would  conflict 
with  that  of  the  preference  shareholders,  and  in  which, 
(without  attributing  the  slightest  firaud),the  ordinary  share- 
holder might  be  found  to  take  every  advantage  of  which  he 
could  by  law  avail  himself;  even  in  that  more  limited  view 
as  to  the  rights  of  the  preference  shareholders,  the  point 
would  not  by  any  means  have  been  reduced  to  a  certainty, 
although  it  woidd  have  put  me  in  a  position  of  more  doubt 
than  I  feel  upon  the  case  as  it  now  stands,  entertaining  as 
I  do  a  very  decided  opinion,  that  shares  constituted  as 
these  have  been  under  the  two  last  Acts — ^which  are  not  so 
strong  in  favour  of  the  Plaintifib'  contention  as  the  two  first 
Acts — entitle  the  holder  to  say,  'nobody  shall  have  any  por- 
tion of  the  profits  of  the  Company,  until  I  have  been  paid 
my  4  J  or  5  per  cent,  dividend.' 


Minute  of 
Decree, 


DsciiABB  that  the  Plaintifib  and  the  other  holders  of  preference 
stock  on  whose  behalf  they  sue,  are  entitled  to  be  paid  dividends  out 
of  the  profits  realised  by  the  Company  on  the  amount  of  preference 
stock  held  by  them  respectively  from  the  30th  of  June,  1856,  accord- 
ing to  the  amount  of  dividends  which  the  said  several  classes  of  pre- 
ference stock  respectively  carry,  before  any  payment  in  respect  of 
dividends  or  otherwise  is  made  to  any  of  the  holders  of  ordinary 
stock  in  the  Company. 


Resteain  the  Defendants,  the  Company,  from  declaring  any  divi- 
dend on  ordinary  stock  without  regard  to  the  rights  of  the  Plainti^ 
and  the  other  holders  of  preference  stock  on  whose  behalf  they  sue, 
to  be  paid  in  priority  the  full  amount  of  the  dividends  payable  upon 
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V 

or  in  respect  of  the  preference  stock  held  by  them,  to  be  computed  1857. 

from  the  dOth  of  June,  1856;  and  from  making  any  payment  for  divi-  Hbkbt 

dcnd  or  otherwise  to  any  holders  of  ordinary  stock,  without  first  pay-  «. 

ing  or  providing  for  the  payment,  to  the  seyeral  holders  of  preference  j^stuiuh 

stock,  of  the  full  amount  of  the  diyidends  payable  upon  or  in  respect  Railway  Co. 

of  the  preference  stock  held  by  them,  to  be  computed  from  the  80th  MimOAof 

dJvns,  1856.  I>ecree. 

Dbclakx,  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  the  3rd  sec- 
tkmof  the  Act  of  1857,  the  remedy  thereby  giyen  to  the  preference 
shareholders  is  eomulatiye,  and  by  way  of  security  to  them  for  the 
moimt  of  their  diyidend,  and  not  in  substitution  of  such  dividend. 

Obdib  the  Defendants,  the  Company,  to  pay  the  coats  of  the  suit 


The  DefendaniB  appealed  firom  this  decree.    The  appeal      i^ov.  sist 
ivas  heard  before  the  Lord  Chancellor  (Lord  Cranworth) 
and  the  Lords   Justicea.    Their  Lordships  reserved  judg- 
ment^ and  on  the  2l8t  of  November  dismissed  the  appeal 
with  costs. 


VOL  IV. 
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.1867. 

,       ^  LAFONE   V.   THE    FALKLAND    ISLANDS 

Nov.  2iu2  ^ 

8rA  *  COMPANY.   (No.  1.) 

Prodiie<M>n  of    TIT 


jDoamau*^    jyiOTION  for  production  of  documents  admitted  by  the 
Defendants  to  be  in  their 
subject  matter  of  the  suit 


Conrnumica'    Defendants  to  be  in  their  possession,  and  to  relate  to  the 


tiont — Evi' 

dence  in  the 

■Came—SoUei- 

abroad.  Amoug  the  documeuts  of  which  production  was  sought  was 

Answers  to  ^  report  made  to  the  Defendants  by  one  TJiomaa  Hevers,  an 

^S^^b^De-  ^®^*  ^^ *'^®  DefendantEf,  residing  in  the  FaJJcUmd  lalcmda. 

fendants  to 

their   agent  in  ^-rr*  ii»                     ^  •                    ii»»            t*    t      tn   i» 

the  Falkland  With  reference  to  this  report,  the  soliator  of  the  Defen- 

S^tion^f  dants  deposed  as  follows : — **  I  say,  that  the  whole  of  the 

their  soUcitor,  information  contained  in  such  report  was  collected  by  the 

for  the  purpose  ,                                                                                                              , 

of  procuring  Said  Thomos  Hevers,  and  that  such  report  was  made  in 

supTOiTorDe-  consequence  and  in  pursuance  of  the  instructions  sent  out 

we  within^Se'  ^^  ^®  ^  ^^^  Solicitor  as  aforesaid,  through  George  Hinde 

rule  as  to  pro-  Cripps,  the  managing  director  of  the  said  Company,  for 

tection* 

The  true  test  ^^^  purpose  of  procuring  the  necessary  evidence  in  support 

in  Buch  oases  ^{  ^h^  Defendants'  case." 

is,  not  whether 
the  person  who 

and  transmits  The  Defendants  consented  to  produce  this  report,  but 

u  the  agenf  ^  claimed  to  be  at  liberty  to  seal  up  certain  passages,  on  the 

of  the  soUcitor  ground  of  priyileffa 

and  sent  out  ®                   r           o 
by  him,  but 

toansi^^ting  ^8  to  the  passages  so  sealed  up,  the  solicitor  by  his 

ti^n  bf  ^  affidavit  deposed  as  follows :— "  I  say,  that  the  said  passages 

discharging  a  are  in  answer  to  the  inquiries  which  I  as  the  solicitor  of  the 

duty  which  -^                                                                     , 

properly  de-  Said  Company  directed  the  said  0.  H.  Cripps  to  make,  for  the 

BoUdtor^and  pun>os6  of  procuring  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants  in 

which  would  ^8  g^Jt." 

have  been  per-  

formed  by  the 

the^iicum-  ^^*  ^0^  Q>  C'>  ^uid  Mr.  Oiffard,  in  support  of  the  motion, 

cSS^'Si^tt^*  contended,  that  the  Defendants  were  not  entitled  to  have 

of  his  per-  tiie  passages  in  question  protected  from  production  on  the 

person. 
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grotmd  of  privilega  The  doctrine  as  to  privileged  oom- 
mmncations  had  never  been  extended  to  correspondence 
pasdng  between  a  Defendant  and  his  agent,  other  than  ^ 

the  solidtor  in  the  suit    It  had  been  applied  to  communi-  land  Islands 
cations  between  the  solicitor  and  his  client's  witness,  as  in       (Na^u) 
CurUng  v.  Perrvng  (a);  also  to  commmdcations  addressed  to      Armtment 
the  solicitor  in  the  cause  by  his  own  clerk  or  his  own  agent, 
employed  by  him  in  collecting  the  evidence  necessary  for 
supporting  the  Defendant's  case,  as  in  Steele  v.  Stewcurt  (6). 
But  Hevera  was  neither  a  witness  nor  the  agent  of  the 
solidtor  in  the  cause.    He  was  simply  the  agent  of  the  De- 
fendants; and  the  communications  in  question  had  been  ad- 
dressed by  him  to  the  Defendants  themselves,  not  to  their 
solicitor. 

The  Tics-Chancellor.— In  Steele  v.  Stewart  letters 
addressed  to  the  Defendant  were  held  to  be  privil^;ed. 

Mr.  RoU, — But  simply  because  the  person  who  wrote 
them  was  "  acting  by  the  direction  and  as  the  agent  of  the 
Defendant's  solicitors"  in  procuring  the  requisite  evidenca 

Mr.  WiUcodc,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hardy,  for  the  Defendants, 
contended  that  the  case  fell  within  the  authorities  above 
referred  to,  and  cited,  further,  Reid  v.  Langlois  (c). 


Mr.  RcU,  Q.  C,  in  reply. — In  Reid  v.  Langloie  the  letters 
were  written  for  the  purpose  of  being  communicated  to  the 
Defendant's  legal  adviser.     That  cannot  be  said  hera 

The  following  cases  were  also  cited : — Oreenaugh  v.  Gos- 
kdl(d),  GoodaU  y.  Little  (e),  Olyn  v.  Cavlfidd  (/),  and  Betta 
V.  Menzhes  (g), 

(a)  2  My.  &  K.  380.  (d)  1  My.  &  K.  98. 

(b)  I  PhilL  471.  (e)  1  Sim.  N.  S.  155. 

(c)  1  M*N.  &  Got.  688.  (/)  3  M'N.  &  Gor.  463. 

(g)  3  Jur.,  N.  S.,  885. 
Da 


Nov.  Srd. 
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1857.  ViCJft-CHANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PAGB  WoOD  :— 

LiTONB 

The  Falk-        With  regard  to  the  main  question,  I  cannot  hold  that 
LAND  Iblandb  theso  documents  are  not  protected,  without  overruling  the 
(No.  1.) '     decision  of  Lord  Lyndhurst  in  Steele  y.  Stewart  (a),  whicb 
jfii^mMit      ^^  course,  I  am  not  competent  to  do. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  principle  there  laid  down  by 
Lord  Lyndhwra  is,  that  the  true  test  is  not  whether  the 
person  who  is  at  a  distance,  and  communicates  the  informa- 
tion in  question,  is  the  agent  of  the  solicitor  and  sent  out 
by  the  solicitor,  or  the  agent  of  the  Defendant  and  sent  out 
by  him ; — as  Lord  Lyndhurst  there  says,  he  may  have  beoi 
sent  out  by  the  Defendant^  and  yet^  in  collecting  the.inform- 
ation,  he  may  have  acted  under  the  direction  and  as  the 
agent  of  the  solicitor — ^but  the  true  test  is,  whether  such 
person  in  transmitting  that  information  was  dischaiging  a 
duty  which  properly  devolved  upon  the  solicitor,  and  which 
would  have  been  performed  by  the  solicitor  if  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  had  admitted  of  his  performing  it  in 
person. 

The  previous  decision  of  Lord  Cottenham,  when  Master  of 
the  Bolls,  in  the  case  of  Cwrlmg  v.  Perrvng  (b),  although 
it  might  not  extend  the  principle,  went  further,  in  some 
respects,  than  any  case  which  had  then  been  previously 
decided  There  the  solicitor,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  evi- 
dence in  the  cause,  had  entered  into  a  correspondence  with 
a  witnesa  It  was  urged,  that  the  relation  of  solicitor  and 
client  did  not  exist  between  the  solicitor  and  a  witness,  and 
that  the  correspondence  between  them  was  not  protected 
But  Lord  Cottenhcmi  held  that  it  was ;  for  it  would  be  im- 
possible— cresting  it  again  on  the  same  ground  of  necessity 
on  which  all  these  cases  as  to  protection  are  decided — ^for 

(a)  1  Phill.  471.  (6)  2  My.  &  K.  S80. 
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persons  to  have  their  causes  fairly  conducted,  unless  solici-     -    1657. 
ton  were  protected  in  all  their  communications  with  such      TlXiiir 
persons  as  they  supposed  capable  of  giving  evidence  in    ^^  falk- 
fiivonr  of  their  clients.  tjjm  Isuuim 

COMPAHT. 


!nien  Steele  v.  Stewart  went  a  step  farther,  for  there  the 
protection  was  extended  not  merely  to  correspondence  that 
had  passed  between  a  witness  and  the  solicitor,  but  to  let* 
tere  written  by  a  person  who  had  been  sent  abroad  to  obtain 
evidence  in  the  cause,  and  addressed  some  to  the  solicitor 
and  otheis  to  the  Defendant  himself  Lord  Lyndhv/rst 
then  came  to  the  conclusion,  that,  notwithstanding  the  per* 
son  in  question  had  been  sent  out  by  the  Defendant^  and 
notwithstanding  he  was  acting  as  the  agent  of  the  De- 
fendant as  well  as  of  the  solicitor,  still,  in  collecting  and 
tiansmitting  the  information  of  which  production  was  sought, 
be  was  performing  duties  which  the  solicitor  or  his  derk 
would  under  ordinary  circumstances  have  performed,  and 
was  to  be  considered,  therefore,  as  his  agent ;  and  that  the 
communications  transmitted  by  him,  whether  to  the  solicitor 
or  to  the  Defendant  himself  were  to  be  protected 

In  the  case  before  me,  it  was  clearly  the  duty  of  the 
Defendants'  solicitor  to  prepare  the  evidence  requisite  to 
support  the  Defendants'  case.  With  respect  to  the  passages 
of  the  report  which  axe  sealed  up,  he  deposes  that  they  are 
in  answer  to  inquiries  which  he,  as  the  solicitor  of  the  De* 
faidants,  directed  Oripps  (the  managing  director  of  the 
Defoidants,)  to  make,  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  evidence 
on  behalf  of  the  Defendants  in  the  suit  The  solicitor  could 
not  oonvenienUy  go  himself  to  the  i%tU:Zcm(2JsZan(2s.  Here, 
as  in  Steele  v.  StewaH,  the  matter  in  litigation  was  at  a 
considerable  distance,  and  probably  it  was  not  convenient 
to  send  one  of  his  regular  clerks  for  such  a  purpose.  He, 
therefore,  applies  to  the  managing  director  of  the  Company, 
^Ifiscribes  to  him  the  evidence  he  requires  in  support  of  the 


(Nol.) 
Jmdffmmt, 
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Defendants'  case,  and  directs  him  to  oommnnicate  with  the 
Company's  agent  in  the  FdUdamd  Islands,  and  desires  him 
^  to  procure  the  evidence  required  and  transmit  it  to  England. 

LAHD  Islands  That  agent  procures  the  requisite  evidence  and  transmits  it 
(Na1!7  ^  England,  and,  of  course,  he  transmits  it  for  a  purpose 
Jii^mau.  ^^^^^  ""^  bring  it  within  the  rule  as  laid  down  by  Lord 
LyndhuTst  in  Steele  v.  Stewa/rl.  It  is  true,  the  solicitor 
does  not  go  on  to  depose  that  it  was  transmitted  to  the 
Defendants  in  order  to  be  communicated  to  him,  otherwise 
the  question  would  have  been  simply  a  repetition,  in  so 
many  terms,  of  that  in  SUde  v.  Stewa/rt  But  it  is  dear, 
from  the  affidavit,  that  this  was  the  purpose  for  which  he 
directed  the  Defendants,  or  rather  the  managing  director, 
to  procure  it ;  and  that  it  has  been  so  procured  for  the  pur- 
pose of  being  communicated  to  the  solicitor,  and  in  order 
that  it  may  be  made  use  of  as  evidence  in  the  cause. 

I  feel  the  more  bound  to  maintain,  in  its  strictest  form, 
this  rule  as  to  the  protection  of  documents  communicated 
under  circumstances  like  the  present,  inasmuch  as  I  have 
myself  held — I  believe  in  this  very  case — and  I  am  not 
aware  that  my  decision  has  been  overruled,  that,  under  the 
new  practice,  it  is  competent  to  a  Plaintiff,  after  filing  repli- 
cation, to  obtain  an  order  for  production  of  documents. 
And  I  see  clearly  the  mischief  that  would  now  result  from 
any  invasion  of  the  privilege  that  was  maintained  sacred  in 
Steele  y.  Stewart,  of  allowing  to  a  solicitor  the  liberty  of 
free  and  uninterrupted  communication  as  he  may  think 
fit»  and  through  any  agent  he  may  wish  to  employ,  with 
reference  to  the  evidence  to  be  procured  for  the  defence  of 
the  case  he  has  in  hand.  Unquestionably,  he  would  be 
hampered  and  fettered  in  a  proper  defence  of  his  case,  if,  at 
any  time  after  issue  joined,  he  were  to  be  exposed  to  a  firesh 
demand  for  all  the  documents  he  has  so  procured  for  the 
defence  of  the  suit  Steele  v.  Stewart  appears  to  have  been 
intended  to  meet  a  case  like  the  present  under  the  old 
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practice;  and  if  the  rale  thus  maintained  was  necessary        i857. 
iben,  a  fortiori  is  it  necessary  under  the  existing  practioe      ^lavoxtb 
rfthe  Court  ^     ^ 

Thx  Fajlk^ 

LAND  iBLAIflM 

There  muat  be  an  order  for  production <of  the  documents^      (Xo.  i.) ' 
except  the  passages  sealed  up,  as  mentioned  in  the  affi-     /u^^^t 
davit 


s 


LAFONE   V.   THE  FALKLAND   ISLANDS        J^or.4A^6A. 
COMPANY.    (No.  2.) 


XTMMONS  adjourned  from  chambers.  juriMdietum-^ 

DocmmmU — 
Order  for 

The  Plaintiflfe  had  applied  in  chambers  for  an  order  •'2^«>M>ra/  0/ 

^^  abroad— Ex" 

calling  upon  the  Defendants  to  produce  at  Sta/rUey,  in  the  amination  of 

FaUoUmd  Islands,  and  at  Monte  Video  in  Sovih  America,        * "' 

before  the  special  examiners,  on  the  examination  of  wit-  ^'n^^^r 

nesses  in  the  cause,  certain  documents,  of  which  production  original  docu- 

ments  to  bo 

had  been  ordered  before  any  examiner  of  the  Courts  in  the  taken  out  of 

««,•!  ^^«»^  the  jurisdiction 

^>«»lfo™-  of  the  Court  for 

the  purpose  of 
their  being 

The  Plainti£b'  solicitor  deposed  that  counsel  had  advised,  prodaced  be- 

^ore  a  Boecial 

and  he  beUeved  it  to  be  the  case,  that  production  of  the  examin^n 
documents  at  Sta/nley  and  Monte  Video  was  necessary  for  ^oVofwi^*" 
the  full  and  complete  examination  and  cross-examination  of  messes  "^  the 

oause,  unless  a 
the  witnesses.  special  case  be 

made  for  that 

purpose. 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Oiffard,  in  support  of  the  appli-  But  the 

cation,  contended,  that  unless  the  original  documents  signed  risdiction,  up . 

bj  one  of  the  Defendants'  witnesses  were  placed  in  his  case  iS^g 

hands  upon  cross-examination,  it  would  be  hopeless  to  cross-  "^«»  ^  ™f^« 

*^    ^  *  such  an  order 

eiaoiine  him.  — SembU 
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J8^         Mr.  WiUeock  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hardy,  for  the  Drfendanta^ 

submitted,  that  the  Court  had  no  power  to  order  original 

documents  to  be  taken  out  of  the  jurisdiction.    The  Court 

^^icpAiiT^'  could    have  no  control  over  the  persons  taking   them. 

(No.  2.)      Besides,  they  might  be  lost  at  sea ;  and,  in  this  case,  if  the 

AfyummL     Originals  were  lost^  the  Defendants'  cause  also  would  be 

lost 

The  Yice-Chancellor.— As  to  the  perils  of  the  sea»  it 
is  the  constant  practice  to  order  documents  to  be  brought 
to  this  country  firom  abroad. 

Mr.  WiUoock,  Q.  C. — ^But  the  effect  of  such  an  order  as 
that  is  to  bring  the  documents  within  the  jurisdiction — ^not 
to  remove  them  out  of  it 

The  Vicb-Chancellob. — I  doubt  whether  the  Pkintiffs 
could  cross-examine  the  witness  upon  a  copy —  the  original 
being  in  existence. 

Mr.  WiUoock,  Q.C. — ^We  would  consent  to  waive  that 
objection. 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  in  reply. — ^But  it  does  not  rest  with  yon 
to  consent  We  have  a  voice  in  that  question,  and  we  do 
not  consent  The  witness  is  your  witness,  and  you  are 
bound  to  produce  him  where  we  can  effectually  crosa- 
examine  him,  or  to  allow  us  so  to  do  by  sending  the 
originals  abroad. 

Judgment  reserved 


No9. 6th.     Vicb-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

jwdgmenL  j  ^^  ^p^i^  inquiry,  that  none  of  the  registrars  of  the 

Court  has  ever  knovm  of  any  instance  of  an  order  for 
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taldng  papors  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  for  the  purpose  of        is37. 
their  being  prodoced  before  an  examiner.  ^L^ora 

9. 

The  Faxx- 
I  am  far  from  saying  that  this  Court  has  not  jurisdiction  ulkd  Islahds 

to  make  such  an  order.    On  the  contrary,  it  appears  to  me,      (^q.  ^' 

that  cases  might  well  exist  in  which  it  would  be  right  and     j^^Z^ 

proper,  for  the  sake  of  justice,  to  order  original  documents 

to  be  carried  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  all  proper  care,  of 

course,  being  taken,  by  way  of  indemnity  or  otherwise,  to 

secure  their  safe  return.    But  I  think  that  a  special  case 

ought  to  be  made  to  justify  an  order,  which  hitherto,  so  &r 

as  I  can  find,  is  without  precedent 

I  must^  therefore,  refuse  the  application.  But  I  would 
rather  reserve  the  question  of  costs,  unless  the  parties  can 
agree  that  they  shall  be  costs  in  the  cause ;  for,  until  the 
hearing,  I  shall  not  know  the  consequences  of  the  inconve- 
nience. 


In 


PURSER  V.  DARBT.  ^^•»*- 

September,  ]855,  Joseph  Darby,  since  deceased,  and    r^^j^*^ 

the  Defendant  SwmdeU,  being  seised  in  fee  of  certain  Caiuraet  to  sM 

doses  of  land,  agreed  to  sell  them  to  the  PlaintifiE9  for  an  vismgtoinfimtB 

estate  of  inheritance  in  fee  simpla  "'^H^flf^' 

Cattto/Smi 
for. 

Pending  the  agreement^  and  on  the  9th  of  June,  1856,        

Jowph  Darby  made  his  will,  and  thereby  devised  all  his  oontracting'to 
share,  rights  and  interest  in  the  land,  of  which  the  closes  "^j*"!*  *^ 
contracted  to  be  sold  formed  part^  to  his  sons,  the  Defen-  to  parties,  soma 
dants  (two  of  whom  were  still  infants),  and  their  heirs,  as  mfkntsat  his 

decease,  his 
estate  must 
basr  the  ooets  of  the  suit  which  he  has  thus  voltintarily  rendered  necessaxy  to  a  completioD 
of  the  contract;  and  a  mere  devise  of  tmst  estates  does  not  in  snch  a  case  avcnd  the  neoessitj 
ofasoit 

DigtSnetiaii  m  this  respect  between  snits  rendered  necessary  as  above  by  thevolnntaiy  ad 
of  the  deceased,  and  those  caused  by  the  mere  act  of  God,  as  where  the  deceased  has  died  intestate 
leaving  an  infant  heir. 
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tenants  in  common,  subject  to  the  payment  of  all  debts^ 
liabilities,  and  engagements  affecting  the  same. 

The  will  contained  a  devise  of  the  testator's  mortgage 
and  trust  estates  to  two  of  his  sons,  whom  he  also  appointed 
executors  of  his  will 


The  testator  having  died  without  completing  the  con- 
tract^ the  Flaintiffis  now  filed  their  bill  against  the  testator's 
five  sons  and  Smndell,  praying  that  the  Defendants  might 
be  decreed  specifically  to  perform  the  agreement  in  such 
manner  as,  regard  being  had  to  the  death  of  Joseph  Darby^ 
the  same  ought  now  to  be  performed ;  that  the  infiint  De- 
fendants might  be  declared  to  be  trustees  for  the  PlaintifiEs; 
and  that  some  proper  parson  might  be  appointed  to  convey 
in  their  place. 

The  Defendants  submitted  to  perform  the  contract,  but 
objected  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit  They  adduced  evi- 
dence, to  show  that  the  delay  in  the  completion  of  the  sale 
was  occasioned  by  a  negotiation  entered  into  by  the  Plain- 
tiffs before  the  death  of  Joseph  Darby,  with  a  view  to  a 
part  of  the  purchase  money  being  allowed  to  remain  upon 
the  security  of  their  note  of  hand 


Na9^  Mr.  Bolt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Renahaw,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  con- 
ArgymmL  tended,  that,  Joseph  Da/rby  having  rendered  the  suit  neces- 
sary by  devising  the  property  to  in&nts  after  he  had  agreed 
to  sell  it  to  the  Plaintiffii,  the  costs  should  be  borne  by  his 
estate.  Had  the  deceased  made  his  will  before  entering 
into  the  contract,  or  had  he  died  intestate  leaving  an  infant 
heir,  in  either  case  it  might  have  been  just  to  give  no  costs 
on  either  side ;  but  there  is  a  substantial  difference  between 
such  cases  and  a  case  like  the  present^  where  the  deceased, 
after  entering  into  a  contract^  has  deliberately  placed  the 
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property  in  anoiSier,  who  probably  might  not  be  able  to        is67. 

complete  it.     Having  entered  into  the  contract^  it  was  the 

duty  of  the  deceased  to  abstain  firom  placing  the  property 

in  each  a  position ;   and,  having  tailed  in  that  duty,  his 

estate  should  bear  the  costs:  Wortham  y.  Lord  Dacre  (a).      ^'^^""••^ 

Mr.  Bernard  for  the  Defendants,  the  devisees  and  ezecu- 
tors  of  Joseph  Dwrby,  submitted  that  this  was  not  a  case 
forcosiB. 

On  a  decree  for  specific  performance  against  the  infant 
heir  at  law  of  a  vendor,  the  Court,  where  there  has  been 
no  d^ulton  either  side,  will  give  no  costs  to  either 
.  party :  Haneon  v.  Lake  (6),  Evader  v.  Streeten  (c).  And 
although,  in  WorthaTn,  v.  Lord  Dacre,  a  distinction  was 
taken  by  the  Court  between  a  case  of  intestacy  and  a  case 
where  the  property  had  been  devised  since  the  date  of  the 
agreement^  there  was  stiU  a  conflict  of  authority  on  the 
question  whether  in  the  latter  case  the  estate  of  the  testator 
should  bear  the  costs.  Besides,  admitting  it  to  have  been 
the  testator's  duty,  as  laid  down  in  Wortha/m  v.  Lord  Dacre, 
to  take  care  that  the  property  should  not  be  placed  in  such 
a  position  that  the  contract  could  not  be  completed,  was  it 
true,  as  the  Plaintiffs  contended,  that  he  had  failed  to  per- 
form that  duty  ?  At  the  date  of  his  will,  the  testator  was, 
quoad  the  property  he  had  contracted  to  sell,  a  trustee  for 
the  Plaintiift,  and  he  had  taken  the  precaution  of  devising 
all  his  mortgage  and  trust  estatea 

The  Yic&Chanoellob. — ^But  so  far  as  regards  the  i»o- 
perty  comprised  in  the  contract,  he  was  merely  a  construc- 
tive trustee ;  and  I  have  held — and  the  decision  has  been 
since  affirmed, — ^that  where  there  is  merely  a  constructive 
and  not  an  express  trust,  a  devise  of  trust  estates  does  not 
supersede  the  necessity  of  a  decree. 

(a)  2  K.  &  J.  437.        (h)  2  Y.  &  CoU.  328.        (c)  10  Hare,  18. 
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Mr.  Bernard  tben  contended,  that,  the  delay  having 
arisen  from  the  desire  of  the  purchasers  to  pay  the  purchase 
money  in  a  particular  manner,  the  Court  could  not  visit 
the  vendor's  estate  with  costEf,  citing  Hvnder  v.  Streeteru 

Mr.  Louiay  for  the  Defendant  SwvndeUL 

The  Yice-Chancellor — He  must  have  his  costs. 

[Fa/rrar  v.  The  Earl  of  Wvnierton(a)  was  also  cited.] 
A  reply  was  not  heard. 


Judgment      ViCK-ChANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PAGE  WoOD  :— 

The  costs  of  this  suit  must  clearly  fidl  on  the  vendor. 

Where  a  vendor  dies  intestate  after  entering  into  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  lands,  leaving  an  infant  heir,  and  a  suit 
is  rendered  necessaiy  by  that  circumstance,  or  by  what 
may  be  called  the  mere  act  of  God,  there  it  may  be  right 
to  give  no  costs  on  either  side ;  but  where,  as  here,  the  de- 
ceased person  first  contracts  to  sell,  and  then  devises  his 
property  so  that  upon  his  death  it  becomes  vested  in  in&nt8» 
there  the  necessity  for  the  suit  cannot  be  said  to  have  arisen 
from  the  mere  act  of  God.  The  testator  by  his  own  volun- 
tary act  has  made  the  suit  necessaiy,  and  his  estate,  there- 
fore^ should  bear  the  costs. 

As  to  delay,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  ground  alleged  is 
not  so  entirely  for  the  convenience  of  the  purchasers  as  to 
throw  upon  them  any  part  of  these  costs. 

Darby's  estate,  therefore,  must  bear  the  Plaintifib'  costs 
of  this  suit ;  and  as  between  his  representatives  and  their 

(a)4T.&CoU.472. 
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Oo-defeDdaat  SwmddL,  it  was  the  necessily  for  the  suit 
that  oocadoned  his  being  brought  here:   the  Plaintiffs, 

theiefoie,  must  pay  SwrndeU'e  costs  and  have  them  over 

against  Darbjfa  estata 


Dicm  as  prayed.    The  Flaintifi  to  deduet  their  own  costs  and      MmuU  qf 
thoseof  the  Defendant  BwadA  oat  of  jDkiriy*«  moiety  of  the  pur-       l^ecree. 
chase  niQiiqr* 


B 


HAKE  V.  BTTBOEa  j\or.  im^ 

12t4. 

T  indenture,  dated  1836,  PouZ  Lord  Afstiiuen  granted    lAtm-^Pw^ 
and  demised  to  Sir  John  Ea/re^  his  heirs  and  assigns,  six  ^^!covmmtfor, 

acres  of  land  in  the  city  of  Bristol^  reserving  mines  and  ^^ — T 

minerals:  Habendmn  to  Sir  John  Hare,  his  heirs  and  prims  fiune,  a 

asBgni^  for  the  lives  of  Charlea  Hare,  Robert  Leonard,  be  taken  to 

and  Thomas  Harrie,  at  the  yearly  rent  therein  mentioned.  J^ ^^ter'^S^a 

And  the  said  Patd  Lord  Methuen  did  thereby,  for  himself,  ^^^  |^ 

his  hdrs,  executors,  and  administrators,  covenant,  grant,  and  newai,  yet  if 

agree  with  and  to  Sir  John  Hare,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  le^expna- 

that  in  case  Sir  John  Hare,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  should,  S^"^^^? 

upon  the  decease  of  either  of  them  the  said  Oharlea  Hare,  tention,  the 

r  -»         !•■-*■        'ii"  tt      ■%  •  i*i  Court  will  give 

Leonard,  and  Hams,  be  desirous  of  takmg  a  further  or  effect  thento. 
renewed  lease  of  the  said  demised  premises  for  another  ,.  LeaMfor 

livesi  with  a 

Wd,  and  should,  within  the  space  of  twelve  calendar  months  oovenant  on 
next  after  such  decease,  give  notice  in  writing  of  such  either  of 
desire  unto  Lord  Methuen,  or  the  person  or  persons  for  ^e too^lT 
the  time  bdng  entitled  to  the  reversion  of  the  premises  a  renewed 

'^  lease  at  the 

expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  demise  thereby  same  rent  and 
made,  and  should  nominate  any  person  in  the  room  or  ^Hlove- 
stead  of  the  person  who  should  have  so  departed  this  life^  ^Sil^i^t 

oovenant:" — 
Bdi,  a  oovenant  for  peipetoal  renewal,  and  lessee  entitled  to  have  inserted  in  the  renewed 
lesse  a  oovenant  tar  renewal  totidem  verbis  with  that  contained  in  the  original  lease,  but  with 
tbe  name  of  the  new  cestui  qoe  vie  substitnted  for  that  of  the  deceased. 

Distinction  aa  to  tbe  form  of  the  renewed  lease,  in  this  respect,  where  the  reversion  has 
beoone  vested  in  a  trustee. 
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1857.        Pcuul  Lord  Metknerif  or  the  person  or  persons  for  the  time 

being  entitled  as  aforesaid,  would,  at  the  request  and  at 

the  costs  and  charges  of  Sir  John  Hare,  his  heirs  or  assig^ns^ 

and  on  the  surrender  of  the  present  lease,  on  payment  of 

the  sum  of  1342.  5«.  by  way  of  fine  or  premium  for  such 

renewal,  forthwith  duly  make  and  execute  imto  Sir  Johrb 

Hare,  his  heirs  or  assigns^  a  new  and  further  lease  of  all 

and  singular  the  premises  thereinbefore  demised,  for  and 

during  the  natural  life  of  the  person  so  to  be  nominated, 

and  the  lives  of  such  of  them  the  said  Charles  Hare, 

Leonard,  and  Harris,  as  should  be  then  living,  and  of  the 

survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  at  and  under  the  same 

yearly  rent»  and  with  and  subject  to  such  and  the  same 

covenants,  provisoes,  and    agreements,    "  including    this 

present  covenant,'^  as  were  therein  contained.  And  further, 

that  if,  within  the  said  period  of  twelve  calendar  months 

after  the  decease  of  any  one  of  them,  the  said   Charles 

Ha/re,  Leonard,  and  Harris,  and  before  any  renewed  lease 

or  leases  should  have  been  granted  of  the  said  demised 

premises  by  virtue  of  the  covenant  therein  contained,  any 

other  or  others  of  the  said  Charles  Hare,  Leonard,  and 

Harris  should  depart  this  life,  then  it  should  be  lawful  for 

Sir  John  Hare,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  if  he  or  they  shotdd 

think  proper,  to  add  or  insert  another  life  or  lives  in  the 

lease  so  to  be  granted  as  aforesaid  in  the  room  of  the  life 

or  lives  which  should  so  drop,  he  or  they  paying  unto  Lord 

Methuen  or  the  person  or  persons  for  the  time  being 

entitled  as  aforesaid,  within  the  said  period  of  twelve 

calendar  months  after  the  dropping  of  the  first  life,  the 

further  sum  of  1342.  5s.  in  respect  of  the  said  life  or  each 

of  the  said  lives,  as  the  case  might  be,  which  should  be  so 

inserted  in  the  said  lease,  it  being  the  intention  of  the  said 

parties,  that  Sir  John  Hare,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  should 

not  be  obliged,  unless  he  or  they  should  think  proper, 

provided  he  should  renew  within  the  period  aforesaid,  to 

incur  the  expenses  of  a  further  or  additional  lease  or  leases 
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m  respect  of  the  said  second  and  third  lives  dying  as  afore-  1857. 
odd  *,  provided  nevertheless,  that  in  case  Sir  Johfi  Hofre^ 
Us  heirs  or  assign)^  should  neglect  or  refuse,  within  the 
space  of  twelve  calendar  months  next  after  the  decease  of 
such  one  of  them  the  said  Charles  Hare,  Leonard,  and 
£ams  as  should  first  die,  to  give  unto  Lord  Methuen  or 
the  person  or  persons  for  the  time  being  entitled  as  afore- 
said, or  leave  for  him  or  them,  at  his  or  their  dwelling 
house  or  respective  dwelling  houses^  notice  in  writing  of 
his  or  their  desire  to  renew  the  said  lease,  naming  one  or 
more  person  or  persons  in  the  room  of  him  or  them  who 
should  have  departed  this  life,  or  should  neglect  to  pay 
sadi  fine  as  aforesaid  forthwith  after  the  expiration  of  such 
notice,  or  to  execute  a  surrender  of  the  present  lease  or  a 
oonnteipart  of  the  said  lease  so  to  be  granted,  at  and  under 
therent^  and  with  the  covenants,  provisoes,  and  agreements 
thereinbefore  contained,  (including  the  covenant  for  re« 
newal),  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
said  indenture,  then  and  in  such  case  all  right  and  benefit 
of  renewal  by  virtue  of  the  said  covenant  thereinbefore 
contained  should  lapse  and  determine,  as  effectually  as  if 
the  said  covenant  had  not  been  inserted  in  the  said 
indentura 

In  1853,  the  Defendant  Edward  Burgee  purchased  and 
took  a  conveyance  to  himself  and  his  heirs  of  the  reversion 
of  the  premises  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the 
said  demisa 

In  August  1855,  Charles  Hare  died,  and  John  Strachey 
Ha/re  was  nominated  in  his  stead,  and  a  new  lease  applie<l 
for  pursuant  to  the  covenant  The  Defendant  declined  to 
grant  a  new  lease,  alleging  that  the  original  lease  had  been 
forfeited.  A  suit  was  then  instituted  by  the  Plaintiff  for 
specific  performance  of  the  covenant  And  by  the  decree 
the  Defendant  was  ordered  specifically  to  perform  the  cove- 
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1857.  nant  for  renewal  contained  in  the  indenture  of  1836, 
and,  upon  payment  of  the  fine  for  renewal  and  arrears  of 
rent^  and  the  costs  and  charges  of  the  Plainti£^  to  execute  to 
him  a  new  lease  of  .the  premises  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  covenant  for  renewal 

The  parties  proceeded  to  settle  a  lease  in  chambers^  when 
a  draft  lease  was  brought  in  by  the  Defendant's  solidtara, 
reciting  the  original  lease  of  1836  with  the  cov^iant  for 
renewal  in  extenso,  and  purporting  to  demise  the  premises 
**  with  the  full  benefit  and  advantage  of  the  covenant  for 
renewal  thereinbefore  recited  as  contained  in  the  said  in- 
denture of  lease,  so  £Bur  as  the  same  remains  to  be  performed, 
but  subject  to  the  provisions  as  to  such  renewal'' 

The  Plaintiff's  solicitors  objected  to  the  draft  as  not  con- 
taining an  express  covenant  for  renewal  totidem  verbis 
with  that  contained  in  the  original  lease,  but  writing  the 
name  of  John  Strackey  Hare  for  that  of  Gha/rUa  Hwre, 
deceased. 

The  question  being  adjourned  from  chambers. 


Argtmutu.  Mr.  Cavms,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Wickevs,  for  the  Plaintiff, 
contended  that  the  covenant  in  the  original  lease  was,  in 
effect^  a  covenant  for  perpetual  renewal,  and  the  Plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  have  inserted  in  the  lease  to  be  executed  in 
pursuance  of  it,  a  covenant  in  precisely  the  same  terms, 
with  this  only  difference,  that  the  name  of  the  new  life 
would  be  inserted  instead  of  that  of  the  deceased. 

The  Defendant  was  absolute  owner  of  the  reversioa  He 
had  the  beneficial  interest,  and  was  not  merely  a  trustee. 
This  distinguished  the  present  case  from   The   Copper 
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Mining  Campcmy  v.  Beach(a),  and  Hodges  v.  Blagrave(b),       i857. 

where  imsteeB  were  held  to  be  exempted  firom  the  duty  of  ""habT^ 

entering  into  covenants  for  perpetual  renewal  Bubom. 


In  Baynham  v.  Ouy'a  Hospital  (c),  it  was  said,  that  this 
Court  leans  against  a  construction  for  perpetual  renewal 
unless  clearly  intended  But  the  leaning  of  the  Courts  is 
not  so  now ;  and  on  the  terms  of  the  covenant  in  that  case 
they  would  at  the  present  day  hold  differently,  as  is  clear 
from  ScuUier  -y.  Biggs  (d).  Moreover,  BaynJiam  v.  Guj^s 
Hospital  is  inconsistent  with  other  authorities,  and  par- 
ticularly Atki/nson  t.  PiUsrvorth  (e),  which  was  not  cited. 
The  same  remarks  were  applicable  to  Moore  v.  Foley  (/). 

Besides^  in  none  of  the  cases  which  can  be  cited  in  sup- 
port of  the  Defendant's  contention,  was  there  a  covenant 
that  the  renewed  lease  should  contain  the  same  covenants^ 
"including  this  present  covenant^'' i.  e.  the  covenant  for 
renewal  Upon  the  Defendant's  construction,  he  must 
either  disregard  those  words  altogether,  or  enter  into  a 
covenant  totidem  verbis  with  the  original  covenant  for 
renewal,  and  to  take  effect  upon  the  decease  of  either  of 
the  three  original  oestms  que  vie,  one  of  whom  is  already 
dead. 

Mr.  Dart,  on  behalf  of  mortgagees  in  the  same  interest 
with  the  Plaintiff  in  the  absence  of  direct  authority  upon 
the  subject^  referred  to  the  practice  of  conveyancers. 
The  leaning  of  the  Courts  being  against  perpetual  renew- 
als, and  a  proviso  in  general  terms,  that  the  lease  to  be 
granted  should  contain  all  the  same  covenants  and  agree- 
ments as  the  lease  containing  the  covenant,  having  been 
repeatedly  held  not  to  extend  to  the  covenant  for  renewal, 

(a)  13  Beav.  47S.  {d)  4  H.  L.  C.  435. 

(b)  18  Beav.  404.  (e)  1  Ridgway's  Pari  Cas.  449. 

(c)  3  Ves.  295.  {/)  6  Ve«.  232, 237. 
VOL.  IV.  E 
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1857.  the  practice  of  conveyanoers,  where  the  partaes  intend  that 
the  renewed  lease  shall  contain  a  covenant  for  renewal,  has 
been  to  employ  in  the  original  lease  a  special  form  of  cove- 
nant, with  the  view  of  plainly  and  unequivocally  expressing 
that  intention  (a) ;  and  the  form  so  adopted  by  them  is 
totidem  verbis  with  that  which,  in  the  present  case,  is  con- 
tained in  the  indenture  of  1836.  The  form  is  found  among 
Mr.  Jarmom'a  "  Prec^ents  "  (6) ;  and  in  reference  to  the 
words  "  including  this  present  covenant,"'  he  observes  in  a 
note :  "  The  effect  of  these  words  is  to  make  the  covenant 
for  renewal  perpetual,  and  the  consequence  of  omitting 
them  would  be  that  no  such  covenant  would  be  inserted  in 
the  new  lease  "  (c). 

The  lease  in  the  present  case  being  clearly  framed  upon 
this  form  in  Mr.  Jarman'a  Precedents,  and  with  the  inten- 
tion of  binding  the  lessor  to  a  perpetual  renewal,  and  vast 
numbers  of  other  leases  having  no  doubt  been  framed  upon 
the  same  precedent  with  a  like  object,  the  effect  of  a  deci- 
sion in  &vour  of  the  construction  for  which  the  Defendant 
now  contends,  will  be  to  invalidate  many  titles. 

That  the  words  **  including  this  present  covenant "  were 
not  intended  merely  for  the  purpose  of  giving  a  right  to  three 
renewals,  is  clear  from  the  passage  beginning  "it  being  the 
intention  of  the  said  parties  "  at  the  conclusion  of  the  fur- 
ther covenant;  that  passage  showing  that  the  parties  con- 
templated that  the  lessee  would  be  entitled  to  three  renewals 
under  the  covenant  contained  in  the  original  lease. 

Mr.  Batten^  for  the  Defendant  Burgee,  contended — first>, 
that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  original 
lease,  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  three  renewals  and  no 
mora    The  covenant  for  renewal  contained  in  the  original 

(a)  4  Jarm.  Conv.  394.        {b)  Id.  p.  566.        (c)  Id.  p.  567. 
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leafle  was  not  a  covenant  for  perpetual  renewal  The  leaning  1857. 
of  the  Courts  is  strongly  against  construing  a  covenant  in 
favour  of  perpetual  renewal ;  and,if  any  other  construction  can 
be  put  upon  its  language,  they  adopt  it :  Baynham  v.  Chi^a 
Hospital  (a),  and  Moore  v.  Foley  (6).  Such  was  the  law 
formerly,  and  it  is  a  mistake  to  suppose  that  it  has  been 
altered  by  recent  decisions.  See  Brown  v.  Tighe  (c),  decided 
as  late  as  1834,  which  shows  that  a  covenant  for  perpetual 
renewal  must  be  dear,  plain,  and  distinct^  and  in  terms  that 
will  bear  no  other  construction  (d). 

The  Vicb-Chancellor. — It  would  be  a  forced  construc- 
tion of  the  words  "  including  this  present  covenant^"'  to  say 
that  they  would  be  satisfied  by  repeating,  in  the  renewed 
lease,  the  original  covenant  for  renewal  totidem  verbis,  and 
for  the  lives  of  persons  one  or  more  of  whom  would  be  dead. 
The  construction  you  suggest  must  be  a  reasonable  one,  to 
enable  you  to  avail  yourself  of  the  authorities  you  have 
cited. 

Mr.  Batten. — ^The  words  in  question  would  be  satisfied 
by  inserting,  in  the  first  renewed  lease,  a  covenant  to  renew 
on  the  dropping  of  either  of  the  two  surviving  lives,  for 
instance,  Leonard  and  Harris,  without  mentioning  /.  8. 
Hare,  the  new  cestui  que  via  If  that  construction  is  con- 
sidered forced,  how  much  more  so  is  the  Plaintiff's,  who 
seeks  to  insert  the  name  of  a  total  stranger  in  the  covenant 
for  renewal,  and  yet  calls  it  "  this  present  covenant" 

The  words  of  the  covenant  in  Moore  v.  Foley  (e)  were 
not  less  difficult  to  deal  with  than  the  present^  and  yet 
were  held  not  to  amount  to  a  covenant  for  perpetual 
renewal,   "the  Courts  leaning  against  that  construction* 

(a)  3  Ves.  295.        {b)  6  Ve«.  232.         (c)  2  CI.  &  F.  396. 
(d)  Id.  416.  (f)  6  Ves.  232. 
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1857.        unless  there  be  words  so  clear  as  to  make  it  impoflsible  to 
construe  them  otherwise/' 

The  Yicb-Changellor — I  do  not  find,  in  any  of  the 
cases  you  have  died,  the  words  "including  this  present 
covenant'' 

Mr.  Batten. — ^But  the  Court  finds  words  equally  strong. 
And  here  the  words  in  question  were  not  only  not  super- 
fluous, but  were  necessary  upon  the  construction  for  which 
the  Defendant  contends;  for,  without  them,  the  Plaintiff 
would  have  been  entitled  to  but  one  renewal :  Iggvlden  ▼. 
May  (a);  whereas,  we  admit  he  was  intended  to  haye  three, 
although  we  deny  his  right  to  more. 

If  the  parties  to  the  original  lease  had  really  contem- 
plated a  perpetual  renewal,  they  would  have  made  their 
intention  dear  beyond  all  dispute,  by  providing,  that,  in 
case  any  life  named  in  the  original  or  any  future  lease 
should  drop,  a  new  lease  should  be  granted,  including  this 
present  covenant. 

But,  secondly,  even  if  the  Plaintiff  be  entitled  to  a 
perpetual  renewal,  the  Court  will  not  compd  the  insertion 
in  the  lease,  which  is  now  to  be  granted,  of  an  eipress 
covenant  for  renewal 

The  insertion  of  such  a  covenant  will  have  the  efibct  of 
fastening  an  obligation  upon  every  person  who  may  here- 
after become  entitled  as  an  assignee  to  the  reversion  of 
this  property,  and  will  be  binding  upon  the  assets  of  every 
such  person  indefinitely.  The  Defendant,  if  the  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  perpetual  renewal,  is  in  effect  no  better  than  a 
trustee ;  and  the  form  of  the  new  lease  should  be  as  in  The 
Copper  Minmg  Company  v.  Beach- (b)  and  Hodges  v. 

(a)  7  East,  287.  [b)  13  Beav.  478.^ 
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Blagrave  (a),  which  is  predBely  that  tendered  by  the  De- 
fendant's solicitora. 

The  Court  rose  before  hearing  a  reply. 
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Yige-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  : —  ^09. 12A. 

I  have  been  considering  this  case  since  the  Court  rose 
yesterday,  and  I  do  not  find  it  necessazy  to  call  for  a  reply. 

Two  questions  were  raised :  firsts  whether  the  covenant  in 
the  original  lease  amounted  in  effect  to  a  covenant  for 
perpetual  renewal ;  and  if  it  did,  then,  secondly,  whether, 
tinder  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  Defendant  could 
be  required  to  enter  into  an  express  covenant  for  renewal ; 
or  whether  the  Court  would  not  hold,  as  in  The  Copper 
Mmimg  Ccmpam/y  v.  Bea/ih  (a),  that  a  new  demise  reciting 
the  original  covenant  would  be  a  sufficient  performance 
of  that  covenant. 


Asr^ards  the  first  and  main  question,  I  must  hold,  that 
the  covenant  in  the  original  lease  is  in  effect  a  covenant 
&r  perpetual  renewal.  Mr.  BcMen  argued,  that  this 
question  must  never  depend  upon  mere  inference ;  that^  in 
the  absence  of  words  indisputably  pointing  to  a  perpetual 
renewal, — words  so  strong  that  it  \&  impossiUe  to  adopt 
any  other  construction, — ^the  Courts  although  it  may  find  in 
the  instrument  words  apparently  pointing  to  perpetual 
lenewal,  wiU  not  adopt  that  construction,  if  any  other  can 
\sj  possibility  be  put  upon  the  terms  of  the  covenant 

To  that  view  I  cannot  accede.  It  seems  to  me^  that  the 
tme  rule  of  construction  in  a  case  Uke  this,  is  that  refers 
red  to  by  Lord  Justice  Turner  as  Yice-Chancellor  in 

(a)  is  Beav.  404.  (h)  13  Id.  478. 
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Rachford  v.  Hackman  (a),  where  he  says  that  some  effect 
must  if  possible  be  given  to  all  the  words  of  an  instrument ; 
and  if  the  Court  sees  no  effect  which  can  be  given  to 
certain  words,  unless  they  be  construed  in  a  particular 
Judgment,  i^anner,  then,  whatever  mere  presumption  may  stand  in 
the  way,  it  will  construe  them  in  that  manner.  The  CSourt 
is  not  at  liberty  to  do  violence  to  the  words  of  the  instru- 
ment, in  order  to  carry  into  effect  what  is  merely  a  pre- 
sumption. So>  in  a  case  like  the  present,  giving  full  weight 
to  the  argument^  that  there  is  a  presumption  against  con- 
struing a  covenant  so  as  to  amount  to  a  covenant  for 
perpetual  renewal, — ^ihat  prima  facie  a  lessor  shall  not  be 
taken  to  have  intended  to  enter  into  such  a  covenant,  still 
there  may  be  in  the  instrument  expressions  indicative  of 
such  an  intention ;  and,  if  there  be,  the  Court  will  not 
force  the  construction,  but  will  give  effect  to  what  appears 
to  have  been  the  lessor's  intention. 

In  the  present  case,  the  covenant  is,  that  in  case  the 
Plaintiff  shall,  upon  the  decease  of  either  of  the  three 
original  lives,  be  desirous  of  taking  a  renewed  lease  of  the 
demised  premises  for  another  life,  and  shall,  within  twelve 
months  after  such  decease,  give  the  requisite  notice,  and 
shall  nominate  any  person  in  the  room  of  the  deceased,  the 
person  entitled  for  the  time  being  to  the  reversion  shall 
execute  a  new  and  further  lease  of  the  premises  for  the  Ufa 
of  the  person  eotobe  nommated,  cmd  the  Uvea  of  euch  of 
the  three  first-^noumed  persons  as  shall  be  then  living,  and 
of  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  at  the  same  rent, 
and  with  and  subject  to  such  and  the  same  covenants, 
provisoes,  and  agreements,  "  vndudmg  this  present  cove- 
namt"  as  are  contained  in  the  original  lease.  And  then 
there  is  a  further  covenant,  that,  if  within  the  twelve 
months  after  the  decease  of  any  one  of  the  three  original 
cestuis  que  vie,  and  before  any  renewed  lease  or  leases 
shall  have  been  granted  by  virtue  of  the  former  covenant, 
(a)  9  Hare,  483. 
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any  other  or  others  of  the  three  shall  die,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  Plaintiff,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  to  insert  another 
life  or  lives  in  the  lease  so  to  be  granted  as  aforesaid 
in  the  room  of  the  life  or  lives  which  shall  so  drop,  upon 
making  certain  payments,  it  being  the  intention  of  the 
parties  tiiat  the  Plaintiff  shall  not  be  obliged,  provided  he 
renew  within  the  period  appointed,  to  incur  the  expense 
of  a  fiirther  or  additional  lease  or  leases  in  respect  of  the 
second  and  third  lives  dying  as  aforesaid. 

Now,  suppose  the  event  for  which  the  further  covenant 
provides  to  take  place — suppose  all  the  three  original  lives 
to  drop  within  the  twelve  months,  and  before  any  renewed 
lease  has  been  granted, — ^to  cany  out  the  construction  for 
which  the  Defendant  contends  there  ought  to  be  an  express 
proviso,  that^  in  the  lease  to  be  granted  in  that  event,  the 
coveziants  for  renewal  shall  not  be  included ;  for  it  would  be 
absurd  to  suppose  that  there  is  to  be  a  renewed  lease  for 
the  lives  of  three  persons,  all  of  whom  will  be  dead  at  the 
time  of  its  execution. 

It  was  argued  that  the  words  **  including  this  present 
oovenantk"  would  be  satisfied  by  inserting  in  the  first  renewed 
lease  a  covenant  toTenew  on  the  dropping  of  either  of  the 
two  surviving  lives.  But  that  is  not  a  natural  construction. 
Such  a  covenant  would  be  applicable  to  only  two  lives, 
whereas  the  original  covenant  is  applicable  to  all  the  three. 
The  true  construction  is  clearly  this — ^that^  on  the  death  of 
any  of  the  three,  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  new  lease  for 
diree  lives,  with  a  like  covenant  for  renewal,  mutatis  mutan- 
dis, that  is,  writing  in  such  covenant  the  name  of  the  new 
life  instead  of  that  of  the  deceased. 

Looking  to  the  history  of  leases  of  this  description,  it 
becomes  stUl  more  dear  that  this  is  the  true  construction. 
The  struggle  has  always  been  this:  the  Court  has  felt^ 
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1857.        that^  where  the  covenant  has  been  merely  in  general  terms, 
however  large, — ^where,  for  instance,  it  has  been  a  covenant 
to  grant  a  renewed  lease  "  under  the  like  rents,  covenants, 
and  conditions  as  were  contained  in  the  original  lease/'  or 
^"^'"^"^      M  ^th  all  the  covenants  and  conditions  contained  in  the 
original  lease,^ — ^to  construe  that  as  amounting  to  a  covenant 
for  perpetual  renewal  would  be  a  surprise  on  the  lessor. 
It  therefore  refused  to  imply,  upon  a  covenant  so  worded, 
an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  lessor  that  it  should  operate 
as  a  covenant  for  perpetual  renewal     That  being  the  rule 
of  the  Court  in  construing  a  covenant  so  generally  worded, 
conveyancers  have  taken  this  course:  finding  that  the 
Courts  would  not  imply  such  an  intention,  they  have  said, 
"  we  will  express  it"    And  the  course  they  have  taken  in 
order  to  express  it  has  been,  to  add  to  the  general  words 
which  the  Courts  have  held  as  necessary  to  imply  such  an 
intention,  the  words  ''including  this  present  covenant'' 
That  this  has  been  the  history  of  the  law  in  these  cases,  is 
dear  from  the  able  work  to  which  Mr.  DaH  referred  me  as 
illustrative  of  the  practice  of  conveyancers,  which,  in  refer- 
ence to  such  a  question,  may  properly  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration 

Mr.  Batten  says,  that  if  the  parties  to  the  original  lease 
really  contemplated  a  perpetual  renewal,  they  would  have 
made  their  intention  clearer,  by  some  such  words  as  these : 
<<  in  case  ia  this  or  cmyfutv/re  lease  any  life  should  drop, 
a  new  lease  shall  be  granted  including  this  present  cove* 
nant"  Such  words  might  have  had  that  effect^  but  it 
appears  to  me  that  they  were  not  necessary  to  express  what 
was  intended. 

With  regard  to  the  second  question,  it  was  argued,  that^ 
even  if  the  Plaintiff  were  entitled  to  a  perpetual  renewal, 
the  Court  would  not  compel  the  insertion  in  the  lease  which 
is  now  to  be  granted  of  an  express  covenant  for  renewal, 
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upon  the  groand  that  the  insertion  of  such  a  covenant  1857. 
would  have  the  effect  of  fastening  an  o1](Jigation  upon  every 
person  who  may  hereafter  become  entitled  as  an  assign  to 
the  reversion  of  this  property  for  all  time,  and  be  binding 
upon  the  assets  of  every  such  person  indefinitely ;  and  The 
Copf€T  Mining  Campaosi/y  v.  Beaeh  (a)  was  cited  as  an 
authority  to  show,  that  a  new  demise  reciting  the  original 
covenant  would  be  a  sufficient  specific  perfimnanca  But, 
after  much  oonsiderationy  I  am  unable  to  see  any  principle 
upon  which  to  hold  that  in  the  present  case  an  express 
covffliant  for  renewal  ought  not  to  be  inserted.  The  notion 
ci  its  being  objectionable  on  the  groimd  of  tending  to  a 
perpetuity  is  out  of  the  question.  The  moment  any  assign 
of  the  reversion  grants  a  renewed  lease,  his  duty  is  dis- 
charged, and  his  assets,  therefore,  are  finee  fit>m  any  liability. 
And  as  to  The  Capper  Mvtwag  CompamyY.  JS^ocA,  all  that 
was  there  decided  was^  that^  under  a  decree  for  specific  per- 
formance,  the  Courts  will  not  compel  parties,  who  are 
trusteed^  to  ent^  into  covenants  lAto  which,  under  ordinary 
dzcamstanceS)  trustees  would  not  be  called  upon  to  enter. 
Bat  that  rule  has  no  i^>plication  to  a  case  where,  as  here, 
the  person  in  whom  the  reversion  is  vested  is  entitled  to 
the  beneficial  interest ;  in  such  a  case,  the  Court  will  act  in 
respect  of  a  covenant  like  the  present  in  the  same  manner 
as  it  acts  in  the  case  of  ordinary  covenants  for  title  under 
a  decree  for  specific  performance.  And  the  Defendant  in 
this  case  having  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  reversion,  and 
having  purdiased  with  notice  that  a  covenant  for  perpetual 
renewal  would  be  required  of  him,  the  Court  will  require 
the  insertion  of  such  a  covenant  in  the  lease  in  question. 

As  to  costs,  the  case  is  new,  and  the  decision  in  The 
Copper  Minvng  Company  v.  Beach  afforded  some  excuse 
for  the  draft  as  prepared  by  the  Defendant's  solicitors.  I 
ihally  therefore,  give  no  costs  on  either  side. 

(a)13Beav.478. 
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1858. 

J^  12A.  EARP  V.  LLOYD. 

PUaSing—An-   T 

wffi^-'E:^^  In  this  case,  already  reported  at  an  earlier  stage  (a),  the 
eovery—Co§ts,  Defendants  had  filed  acondse  statement,  andinterrogatories, 
Where^^iere  to  be  answered  by  the  Plaintiff  In  their  concise  statement, 
avLS^'L  *®y  averred*  i^*er  alia,  that,  in  or  before  the  year  1799, 
jpt^jogatory  a  piece  of  land,  which  they  described,  was  conveyed  to 
on  most  be  ono  Joscph  Srmth  ;  and,  upon  this  averment,  they  founded 
8ii^re(LAg^  ^^  interrogatory,  whether,  at  the  time  they  had  mentioned, 
not  ajn^dent  ^^  ®^"^®  Other  and  what  time,  the  piece  of  land  so  described 
anawer  to  a  was  not  convcyed  to  one  Joseph  Smith,  "  or  to  some  and 
Therefore,     ^^^  person  or  persons,  or  how  otherwise." 

where  the 

ayerment  was,         r-n-r^,   ..«•«■■.  ii  iij- 

that  land  was  The  FIamti£^  by  his  answer,  stated  that  the  land  m 

j!"s!!^*Sm**  question  had  been  conveyed  successively  to  several  persons, 

^^^^^^^^^  whom  he  named,  but  without  noticing  Smith;  and,  in 

snch  land  was  answer  to  the  interrogatory  mentioned  above,  he  said,  that^ 

to  one  J.  s.,  save  as  thereinbefore  mentioned  and  as  thereinafter  appeared, 

and  what^-  ^®  could  not  sot  forth,  &a,  whether,  in  or  before  the  year 

'^^  r^«UL  1799,  or  &a,  the  land  in  question  was  or  not  conveyed  to 

that  an  an-  one  Joscph  Smith,  or  to  some  or  what  person  or  persons,  or 

conveyances  to   bow  otherwise, 
persons  other 
than  J.  S., 

andaddmg  The  Defendants  excepted  to  the  Plaintiff's  answer  as 

that,  save "  .        ^  . 

therein  ap-  msufficient 
peared,  the  per- 
son answering        It  appeared,  from  the  concise  statement  of  the  Defen- 

forth  whe^er    <ls^ts,  that  the  fact  of  the  allied  conveyance  to  Joseph 
the  land  in       Smith  formed  an  essential  part  of  their  case. 

question  was  or  *^ 

not  conveyed  to  __ 

Mmeor  what        Mr.  Jomes,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  the  Defendants, 
l^^^    contended,  that  the  answer  was  evasive.    The  form  "  save 

sive. 

CottM. — ^Where  exceptions  to  an  answer  are  allowed,  costs  do  not  follow  as  of  course,  hnt 
must  be  asked  for  expressly  by  the  soccessftd  party. 

(a)  Vol.  3,  p.  549. 


Argmmml, 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  59 

as  hereinbefore  mentioned  &c./'  might  have  been  sufficient  1858. 
if  the  Plaintiff  had  anywhere  mentioned  a  conveyance  to 
Smiih;  but  he  had  not  The  Defendants  had  averred  a 
specific  conveyance  to  Smith;  had  interrogated  the  Plaintiff 
as  to  that  specific  conveyance,  and  they  were  entitled  to  a 
specific  answer.  A  general  denial  was  no  answer  to  a 
specific  averment  (a). 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  JolKffe,  for  the  Plaintiff,  con- 
tended that  the  answer  was  sufficient     The  interrogatory 
was,  whether,  at  a  particular  time,  or  some  other  &&,  the 
premises  vrere  not  conveyed  to  Smith,  "or  to  some  and 
what  person  or  persons  ?"    In  other  words,  ''  Tell  us  all  the 
persons  to  whom  the  property  has  been  conveyed."    The 
Plaintiff  answered  that  by  enumerating  all  he  knew  of,  and 
said  he  knew  of  no  mora   If  the  averment  as  to  Smith  was 
80  important  as  to  require  a  separate  and  specific  answer, 
the  intarogatory  shoiild  have  been  separate  and  specific : — 
"  Whether  the  premises  were  not  conveyed  to  Smith,  or 
whether  or  not  to  some  other  person,  &a''  According  to  the 
role  as  laid  down  by  Vice-Chancellor  Wigram,  in  Tipping 
V.  Clarke  (6),  the  true  test  in  all  cases  where,  as  here, 
there  is  an  averment  that  the  person  answering  can  make 
no  discovery,  "except  as  appears  by  other  parts  of  the 
answer,''  is  this :  Can  you  find  in  any  part  of  the  answer  a 
dear  and  sufficient  statement,  which,  to  a  reasonable  extent, 
meets  the  whole  casa     Here  the  Court  could  fijid  such  a 
dear  and  sufficient  statement     The  Defendants  wanted  to 
faiow  all  the  persons  to  whom  the  property  in  question  had 
been  conveyed,  and  the  Plaintiff  had  told  them  all  he 
knew  ot,  and  that  he  knew  of  no  more.    That  answer  met 
their  whole  case. 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 

(a)  See  Tipping  v.  Clarkey  2  Hare,  389.  (b)  2  Id.  383. 
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1858.       Vic&€hanceIiLOe  Sib  W.  Paob  Wood. 

Earp 
V*  This  answer  is  clearly  insoffideni    It  may  be  warn- 

tentionally  so ;  but  it  is  what  this  Court  oonsideis  evasive. 

Judgmeni. 

The  rule  has  always  been,  that^  where  there  is  a  specific 
averment,  an  interrogatoiy  founded  upon  that  specific 
averment  must  be  specifically  answered ;  a  general  denial 
is  not  a  sufficient  answer  to  a  specific  averment 

Here  the  specific  averment  is^  that  the  land  in  question 
was  conveyed  to  Smith,  and  there  is  an  interrogatory 
founded  upon  that  averment,  *'  whether  it  was  not  con- 
veyed to  Smith ;"  and  the  only  question  is,  whether, 
because  the  pleader  has  gone  on  to  add  the  words  "  or  to 
some  and  what  person  or  persons/'  the  Flainti£f  is  relieved 
firom  answering  cfpecifically  as  to  Smith. 

Mr.  JoUiffe  admits,  that,  if  the  words  ^  whether  or  not  *' 
had  been  inserted,  so  as  to  divide  the  interrogatory  into 
two  distinct  branches,  he  must  have  answered  it  specifically 
as  to  Sm/Uh.  But  it  appears  to  me  that  the  omission  to 
insert  those  words  is  immaterial  The  interrogatory  is  in 
effect  as  much  divided  as  if  they  were  inserted;  and  the 
fact  of  their  being  omitted,  does  not  relieve  the  Plaintiff 
from  the  necessity  of  answering  specifically  as  to  the 
alleged  conveyance  to  Smith. 

Formerly,  when  interrogatories  were  not  so  common  as 
they  are  now,  a  Defendant  was  required  to  put  in  an 
answer  to  the  averments  in  the  bill,  whether  interrogated 
as  to  those  averments  or  not  The  principle  upon  which 
that  rule  depended  remains  unaltered;  and  it  seems  to  me, 
therefore,  that  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  pleader  having 
added  to  an  interrogatory,  in  itself  sufficiently  specific,  the 
words  "  or  some  and  what  person  or  persons,"'  is  immaterial 
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Then  ilie  way  in  which  the  Plaintiff  has  answered  that 
intoTOgatory  is  this : — He  says,  that,  save  as  appears  by 
Cfther  parts  of  his  answer  to  which  he  refers,  he  cannot  set 
forth  whether  the  property  was  conveyed  to  Smith  or  to 
any  person  or  persons ;  and  when  I  look  to  the  parts  of  •*^v««»  - 
his  answer  to  which  he  refers,  I  find  it  relates  to  other 
persons  altogether,  and  makes  no  allusion  to  Smith, 

That  being  so,  I  think  his  answer  is  clearly  insufficient, 
and  the  exceptions  must  be  allowed. 

If  the  Defendants  wish  for  their  costs,  their  counsel  must 
ask  for  them.  The  rule  is  otherwise  in  the  case  of  ezcep- 
tioDS  to  the  Master's  report ;  but  where  exceptions  to  an 
answer  are  allowed,  costs  do  not  follow  as  of  course. 

Ifr.  James  thereupon  asked  for  and  obtained  his  costs. 


ExcsmoHS  allowed,  with  costs.  MimUe  of 

Order, 
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1858. 

*  y/^'^'^^^  BETWEEN 

iS'^'^/'^tf'       FRANCES  ROSALIE  VANSITTART,  the 
Wife  of   the  Defendant   CHARLES 
V.C.Wood.       VAJS^SITTART    BY    A.   B.,    Heb  Next 
^"^{l^^        Friend,  AND  THE  SAID  A.  B Plaintiffs. 

Full  CouKT 

OP  Appeal  in  AND 

Chancbbt. 

March  lort     CHARLES  VAJi^SITTART Defendant 

#ii«*.       m 
HnAandand    X  HE  bill  Stated,  that,  in  May,  1845,  the  PIainti£^  Mrs. 

^J^s^^^vHon'  Vanaittart,  intermarried  with  the  Defendant ;  that  there 

~^a^m!  ^^  ^^®  ^^  *'^®  marriage  four  children,  viz. — Sidney 

CuHody  and  Nicholoe,  aged  ten ;  Alice  EoacUie,  aged  nine ;  Clement 

PvbUc  Policy  Arthur,  aged  seven ;  and  Cyril  Beadey,  aged  five  years ; 

JT^^^^j^  that,  in  1856,  the  Plaintiff  Mrs.    VanaittaH  discovered, 

murrer-'Costs.  according  to  the  fact,  that  the  Defendant  had  been  guilty 

The  power  of  of  adultery;  that  he  was  also  in  the  same  yeax  guilty  of 

teact*with°her  Cruelty  towards  her ;  and  that  in  consequence  she  instituted 

^nW  toher  ^  ^^^  against  him  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  of  Arches,  for 

separate  pro-  a  divorco  by  roason  of  such  adultery  and  cruelty  on  his 

perty,  but  ex-  .     .        *  i.    i  •     i_ 

tends  to  other  part;  but  a  negotiation  for  an  arrangement  of  the  smt  by 
wh?ch"hecan  ^  ^^^  ^^  Separation  between  her  and  her  husband  was 
be  regarded  for  entered  into  by  their  respective  solicitors  on  their  behalf,  in 

the  purposes  of  .  . 

the  contract  as  consequenco  of  which  the  suit  stood  over  by  consent  in 

ft  fiftit'i  nifl  sole.  

Thus,  a  wife  Order  to  effect  such  arrangement.  The  bill  then  stated,  that 
band  for^a  ^^  Several  communications  passed  between  the  parties  as  to 
divor<»  on  the    ^g  terms  of  the  proposed  deed ;  and  that  eventually,  on  the 

adultery  and 

cruelty,  may  contract  with  him  to  abandon  her  suit,  and  the  Court  would  not  refuse  spediic 

performance  of  such  a  contract  upon  the  mere  ground  of  the  absence  of  a  truAtob—Semltle. 

But  where  such  a  contract  contained  stipulations  for  the  custody  by  the  wife  of  chUdran 
aboye  seven  years  of  age,  and  special  stipulations  as  to  their  religious  education,  and  a  Bill  was 


filed  by  the  wife  for  specific  performance,  a  demurrer  was  allowed — 1st,  because  such  stipulations 
related  to  matters  to  which  her  privilege  to  be  regarded  as  a  feme  sole  did  not  extend;  2ndJy, 
because  they  could  not  be  enforced  against  her  in  case  she  refused  to  adhere  to  them;  and  3rdly, 


because  it  would  be  contrary  to  public  policy  to  allow  a  husband,  although  guilty  of  adultery 
and  cruelty,  thus  to  transfer  to  his  wife  his  rights  and  duties  in  reference  to  his  children. 

Cofte— Principles  upon  which  the  Court  acts  in  reference  to  costs  in  such  caj<es. 


/iPa^^i^rz^^  V  /ff^^w*^^  .  /y^.  // 


Statement 


CASES  IN  CHANCEBY.  63 

11th  of  March,  1857,  a  meeting  took  place  between  the        i858. 
Defendant  and  Mr.  Austin,  Mrs.  Vanaittari^s  solicitor,  at    vaxsittabt 

which  the  Defendant  sifi:ned  the  following  memorandum  of   _    ^' 

Vaksittabt. 
agreement^  which  was  afterwards  signed  by  Mrs.  VcmaU- 

tari,-- 

"Re  Vanaittart  and  VansUtarl, — Instructions  for  deed  of 
separation  and  covenant&  Trustee — A.  B.,  of  the  Middle 
Temple,  esquire.  Barrister  at  law,  trustee  on  behalf  of  Mra 
VansUtarL  The  deed  to  contain  all  usual  and  necessary 
covenants,  clauses,  and  agreements ;  to  protect  Mr&  Vcm- 
riUari  from  molestation,  &c. ;  to  receive  her  present  sepa- 
rate income  under  the  marriage  settlement^  or  otherwise, 
stated  at  1802.  per  annum.  Mr.  Vanaittart  to  allow  her  the 
fiiriher  annual  sum  of  120{.,  payable  half  yearly,  to  make 
op  her  present  income  to  3002.  per  annum,  to  be  payable 
oat  of  the  income  receivable  by  Mr.  Vanaittart  under  the 
marriage  settlement  Mr.  Van^aittart,  upon  due  payment 
of  separate  income,  [to  be]  (a)  secured  by  trustee's  covenant 
from  debts  of  Mr&  Vanaittart.  The  children — ^Mrs.  Van- 
sUtart  to  have  the  custody  of  two  of  the  children,  viz.  the 
daughter  (after  she  is  removed  from  school  at  Midsummer), 
and  one  of  the  sons,  viz.  Cyril  BeaiUy.  And  in  the  mean- 
time, Sidney  to  be  given  into  her  charge  for  half  the  inter- 
vening time,  viz.  the  first  ten  weeks  Sidney  to  be  with  Mr. 
Vanaittart  and  the  remaining  period  with  Mrs.  Vanaittart, 
and  Arthur  also,  if  Mr.  Vanaittart  does  not  object ;  and 
Alice  to  spend  the  Easter  holidays  with  Mrs.  Vanaittart; 
Mr.  Vanaittart  to  have  the  custody  of  the  other  two  sons, 
viz.  Sidney  Nicholaa  and  Clement  Arthur,  should  he 
desiie  it,  on  the  daughter  joining  her  mother.  In  the 
event  of  the  death  of  either  Alice  RoaaUe  or  Cyril  Beodey, 
or  both,  Mr.  Vanaittart  to  be  at  liberty  to  place  either  one 
or  both  of  the  surviving  children  in  their  stead  under  her 
charge,  but  no  reduction  to  be  made  in  the  allowance  to 

(a)  The  Court  read  the  document  as  if  these  words  had  heen  inserted. 


Statement. 
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1858.  Mrs,  Vomaittart  The  children — ^Not  to  be  sent  to  any 
y^^^^i^^^  school  in  Berkshire,  or  at  a  less  sum  than  60i.  a-year  for 
„     ^>  each  child.    That  neither  Sidney  nor  Arthur  be  sent  to 

any  school  without  the  written  consent  of  both  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Vansittmi,  except  the  public  schools  at  Harrow,  Etom, 
Westminster,  or  Wvachester,  the  Naval  Academies,   or 
Oxf(yrd  or  Comhridge  University  when  they  shall  have 
arrived  at  sufficient  age ;  those  in  the  custody  of  Mrs.  Vanr- 
aittart  to  be  instructed  in  the  doctrines  of  the  Church  of 
Englcmd,  and  those  above  seven  years  of  age  to  attend  its 
worship  and  to  be  taught  the  catechism  as  in  the  Book  of 
Common  Prayer ;  and  should  a  resident  governess  or  tutor 
be  engaged,  the  same  to  be  a  Protestant.    In  case  of  illness 
of  either  of  the  children  in  Mr.  Vanaitta/rt^s  charge,  Hra. 
VomsUtart  to  have  the  care  of  such  during  the  period  of 
their  illness,  with  a  proper  allowance.    The  holidays  and 
half  holidays  of  the  children  who  may  be  at  school  to  be 
equally  divided  between  the  two  parents.     If  inconvenient 
to  either  parent  to  receive  them  at  such  times,  they  may 
remain  during  the  whole  of  the  holidays  with  the  other 
parent.    Both  parents  to  have  equal  liberty  to  visit  and  to 
correspond  with  them  while  at  school  at  all  convenient 
times.    Any  of  the  sons  who  may  be  with  Mra  VomsUtaai 
to  be  allowed  to  visit  Mr.  Vomsittart  for  any  space  or 
spaces  of  time  mutually  convenient,  not  exceeding  two 
months  in  a  year;  and  the  daughter  in  like  manner  not 
exceeding  one  month  in  a  year ;  and  in  like  manner  those 
who  may  be  with  Mr.  Vomsittart.    That  a  further  sum  of 
402.  per  annum  be  paid  to  Mrs.  VansUtart  for  board  and 
education  of  each  child  beyond  the  two  which  may  remain 
with  her,  but  no  allowance  to  be  made  for  occasional  or  holi- 
day visits  as  above.  That  the  allowance  of  1202.  per  annum 
commence  from  the  1st  day  of  this  present  month  of  March, 
Mr.  Va/nsittart  paying  her  bills  and  other  outgoings  up  to 
that  day  not  exceeding  302.,  besides  202.  due  to  her  for  fur- 
niture, as  soon  as  the  recent  sale  at  White  WaUha/m  shall 


V. 

Vahsittart. 
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1)6  completed.  That  the  policy  on  the  life  of  Mr.  Vandttart  1858. 
for  12002.,  now  in  the  possession  of  Mrs.  Varmttart,  shall  vawsittabt 
be  assigned  over  by  Mr.  Vanaittart  to  her  trustee  for  her 
sole  and  separate  benefit  That  the  plate  and  linen  be 
equally  divided.  That  the  deed  assigning  over  to  trustees  the 
Bom  of  4000Zw  to  be  [aic]  produced  for  Mr.  Austm'a  inspec- 
tion and  assurance.  That  the  deed  of  separation  be  approved 
by  Dr.  Addamia  on  behalf  of  both  parties;  and  any  dispute 
which  may  arise  thereon,  or  in  the  settlement  thereof  be 
nferred  to  and  decided  by  him;  and  which  deed  is  to  be 
executed  by  all  parties  forthwith.  That  all  the  law  charges 
be  paid  by  Mr.  VanaittoH.  Should  Mr.  VanaiMart'a  in- 
onne  be  augmented  by  a  presentation  or  otherwise,  one- 
thiid  of  such  increase  to  be  paid  to  Mra  VanaUtart ;  and, 
vice  versa,  should  Mrs.  VanaUtart'a  income  be  increased 
from  any  other  source  except  under  the  wills  of  her  father 
and  mother,  in  which  case  Mrs.  Vanai4ta/rt  to  invest  one* 
third  of  such  additional  income  for  the  benefit  of  her  children. 
That  should  Mr.  or  Mrs.  VanaiMart  at  any  time  take  the 
children  abroad,  they  should  give  written  notice  of  such  their 
mtention  to  each  other  previous  to  doing  so.  We  hereby 
agree  to  the  above." 

This  memorandum  having  been  signed  by  both  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Vmiaittart,  it  appeared  from  the  statements^  in  the 
hill  that  a  correspondence  ensued  between  the  Defendant's 
solicitor,  a  Mr.  Long,  and  Mr.  Auatin,  in  which  the  former 
complained  that  his  client  had  been  induced  to  sign  the 
memorandtun  of  agreement  in  the  absence  of  his  legal 
adviser:  to  wldcliAuatin  replied,  that  it  was  the  Defendant's 
own  wish  to  sign  the  memorandum ;  that  he  fully  under- 
stood it,  and  that  there  was  no  complaint  to  be  made  on 
that  ground ;  and  the  bill  averred  that  this  reply  was  accord- 
ing to  the  truth.  The  correspondence,  however,  continued, 
Austin  insisting  that  the  a^eement  was  binding,  Long 
making  other  propositions,  but  stating  that  he  did  not 

VOL.  IV.  F  J  W. 
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1858.  recognise  the  agreement,  until  the  24th  of  June^  1857i 
when  Lorvg  wrote  to  Austm  a  letter  distinctly  and  defi- 
nitively objecting  on  the  part  of  Mr.  V(mi8vtUirt  to  perform 
the  agreement 


fiNHlMflMNC* 


The  bill  contained  also  the  following  statements,  bnt 
without  specifying  dates,  viz.  that  Austvn,  caused  a  draft 
deed  of  separation  and  covenants  to  be  prepared  in  accord- 
ance with  the  terms  of  the  memorandum  of  agreement  of 
the  11th  of  March ;  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  memorandum 
of  agreement,  this  draft  deed  was  laid  before  Dr.  Addwms 
for  his  approval,  for  both  parties,  and  was  accordingly 
perused  and  approved  of  by  him ;  that  Au«tm  caused  the 
deed  to  be  engrossed  in  two  parts  from  the  draft  so  perused 
and  approved  of  by  Dr.  Addams.  The  bill  stated  that  the 
deed  so  engrossed  bore  date  the  9th  of  May,  1857>  and 
was  made  between  the  Defendant  of  the  first  part^  the 
Plaintiff  FraTices  Rosalie  VcmaiMart  of  the  second  part 
and  the  Plaintiff  ul.  B.  of  the  third  part,  and  was  in  strict 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  memorandum  of  agree- 
ment. The  bill  stated  that  both  the  Plaintiffs  executed  one 
part  of  this  deed ;  but  the  biU  did  not  state  when  it  was  exe- 
cuted by  the  Plaintiff^.  B.;  and  upon  the  statements  in 
the  bill  the  Court  inferred,  that  the  execution  of  the  deed 
by  that  Plaintiff  did  not  take  place  until  aftier  the  letter  of 
the  24th  of  June. 

The  bill  prayed  specific  performance  of  the  agreement  of 
the  11th  of  March,  1867,  and  that  the  Defendant  might  be 
decreed  to  execute  the  deed  of  separation  and  covenants. 

The  Defendant  demurred  for  want  of  equity. 


Argument         Mr.  Caims^  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Dart,  in  support  of  the  de- 
murrer,  contended,  that  the  contract  comprised  in  the 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

memorandum  of  agreement  was  one  which  this  Court  would 
not  enforce : — 

1st  As  being  made  by  a  wife  with  her  husband :  for  it 
wBs  a  settled  rule  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  and  a  rule 
founded  on  public  policy,  that  a  wife  is  incapable  of  entering 
into  any  contract  with  her  husband,  except  in  relation  to 
her  separate  estate ;  and  this  argument  was  not  affected  by 
the  dicomstance  that  the  wife  had  procured  a  trustee  to 
execute  the  subsequent  deed.  The  trustee  was  no  party  to 
the  agreement,  and  although  he  had  signed  the  deed  he 
had  not  done  so  until  the  agreement  was  repudiated  on  the 
part  of  the  Defendant 

2n(L  As  containing  stipulations  which  (even  admitting 
the  wife's  capacity  to  contract  with  her  husband)  could 
never  be  enforced  by  this  Court,  e,  g.  the  stipulation  that 
the  wife  should  procure  a  trustee  to  indemnify  her  husband 
against  her  debts ;  the  stipulations  as  to  the  custody  and 
education  of  the  children,  and  the  religious  opinions  in  which 
they  were  to  be  brought  up ;  and  the  stipulation  that  the 
husband  should  hand  over  to  his  wife  the  income  of  any 
subsequent  benefice  which  he  might  acquire.  Of  these,  the 
first  and  second  could  not  be  enforced  against  the  wife,  the 
second  and  third  could  not  be  enforced  against  the  husband ; 
and,  as  regarded  the  children,  it  was  contrary  to  public 
policy  to  allow  a  husband  to  enter  into  a  contract  stipu- 
lating for  the  abandonment  of  his  parental  dutie& 
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VAK8ITT.ABt 
V. 

Vahsittabt. 


Mr.  JKott,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  BUtorty  in  support  of  the  bill: — 

As  regards  the  objection  that  a  wife  is  incapable  of  con- 
tracting with  her  husband,  the  rule  has  always  been  subject 
to  this  exception,  that  she  can  so  contract  in  respect  of  her 
nparate  estate ;  and  the  principle  of  that  exception  must 
extend  not  merely  to  property,  but  to  all  benefits  and  pri- 

f2 


V. 

Yansittabt. 
Aryumeni, 
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1858.  vileges  which  she  can  lawfully  seek  from  her  husband 
.YAiraiTTABT  ^^g  amicably  with  her  husband,  a  wife  has  nothing  which 
can  form  the  subject  of  contract  with  him  except  her  sepa- 
rate estate ;  but  adultery  and  cruelty  on  his  part  entitle  her 
to  a  divorce :  and  where,  as  here,  a  wife  has  instituted  a  suit 
for  a  divorce,  her  right  to  prosecute  those  proceedings,  like 
her  right  to  her  separate  property,  is  one  which  she  can  con- 
tract with  her  husband  to  waive  upon  any  legal  term& 

Then  as  r^ards  the  objection  to  particular  stipulations 
in  this  agreement)  the  stipulation  as  to  a  trustee  has  been 
already  performed  on  the  wife's  part ;  and  as  regards  the 
children  it  cannot  be  contrary  to  public  policy  that  a  &ther, 
who  upon  the  averments  of  this  bill  must  be  taken,  on  de- 
murrer, to  be  open  to  conviction  of  adultery  and  cruelty, 
should  surrender  the  management  and  education  of  his 
children  to  the  care  of  their  mother.  To  such  a  case  the 
decision  in  Hope  v.  Hope,  where  the  mother  was  the 
adultress,  can  have  no  application. 

[As  to  the  validity  of  an  agreement  by  a  wife  to  abandon 
her  proceedings  for  a  divorce,  they  referred  to  the  autho- 
rities collected  in  Wilson  v.  Wilson  (a)  ]. 

Mr.  Dart  in  reply — In  WUaon  v,  Wilson,  there  was  in- 
dependent ground  for  supporting  the  agreement;  here,  there 
is  no  stipulation  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  to  abandon  her 
proceedings  for  a  divorce. 

The  Vicb-Chancellob.— So  I  observe.  But  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  such  a  stipulation  must  not  necessarily  be 
implied  ? 

Mr.  Dart— But  how  could  it  be  enforced?  Could  we 
restrain  her  if  we  filed  a  bill?    The  Court  could  make  no 

(a)  1  II.  L.  C.  558. 
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decree  against  her  personally.   To  enforce  it  by  committing        1858. 
the  husband  would  be  absurd :  Emery  v.  Wase  (a),  and  the    vjlmittIbt 
Court  could  not  conmiit  the  wife.  „     ^' 

VA1I8ITTABT. 

The  Vice-Ghancellob.— Her  suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical     -^*^^*""*^ 
Coart  could  easily  be  stopped,  I  apprehend,  by  committing 
the  proctor. 

Mr.  DarL — ^Then  she  might  proceed  in  person. 

But  admitting  that  the  Plaintiff  was  competent  to  con- 
tract with  her  husband,  this  contract  is  bad  upon  the  grounds 
already  urged — ^first,  for  want  of  mutuality ;  secondly,  upon 
grounds  of  public  poUcy. 

Judgment  reserred. 

The  following  cases  were  referred  to  in  the  course  of  the 
argument :  Legard  v.  Johnson  (6),  Elworthy  v.  Bvrd  (c), 
WwrreTider  v.  Warrender  (d),  Eope  v.  Hope  (e),  Lord  St. 
John  V.  Lady  St.  John  (/),  Worrall  v.  Jacob  (g),  Wilson 
V.  Wilson  (h)y  Earl  of  Westmeath  v.  Qyuntess  of  West- 
meaih  (i).  Freeman  v.  More  (i),  and  Quth  v.  Outh  (I). 


YiCBrCoAKCEUJOTi  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  (after  stating     jan.  isth. 
the  case  made  by  the  bill)  now  gave  judgment  as  follows : —      M^^Znt 

The  objections  raised  in  the  course  of  the  argument  to 
the  agreement^  of  which  this  bill  seeks  specific  performance, 
were  two :  First,  it  was  said  to  be  an  agreement  between 

(a)  8  Yea.  516.  (g)  3  Mer.  256. 

{h)  3  Id.  352.  (A)  14  Sim.  405 ;  S.C.  on  appeal, 

(e)  2  Sim.  &  St  372.  1  H.  L.  C.  538,  558. 

(<0  2  G.  &  Fin.  488.  (t)  Jacob,  126  iS.C.l  Dow&  CI. 
(e)  22  Beay.  351;  S.  C.  on  ap-     544. 

peal  3  Jar.,  N.  S.,  454.  (A)  1  Br.  P.  G.  ed.  Toml.  237. 

(/)  11  Vea.  532.  (0  3  Bro.  C.  C.  614. 
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1858.        a  husband  and  wife;  and  such  an  agreement,  it  was  argued, 
-sri^^i!^^^   is  one  of  which  it  would  be  contraiy  to  the  first  principles 
^-  of  this  Court  to  decree  specific  performance,  it  being  a 

settled  rule,  and  a  rule  established  on  the  ground  of  public 
policy,  that  a  wife  is  incapable  of  contracting  with  her  hus- 
band. That^  of  course,  was  an  objection  to  the  agreement 
in  toto.  Secondly,  it  was  argued,  that  the  agreement  con- 
tained stipulations  on  the  part  of  the  husband  with  reference 
to  his  children  which  this  Court  would  not  enforce,  it  being 
contrary  to  public  policy  for  a  husband  to  contract,  as  the 
Defendant  in  this  case  has  done,  to  part  with  the  custody 
of  his  children. 

It  was  mainly  in  reference  to  the  first  of  these  objections, 
and  in  consequence  of  the  broad  manner  in  which  it  was 
argued,  that  a  contract  between  husband  and  wife  is  con- 
trary to  public  policy,  that  I  was  desirous  to  look  at  the 
authorities. 

As  a  general  rule,  it  is,  as  every  one  knows,  a  well-settled 
doctrine  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  that  there  can  be  no 
contract  between  husband  and  wife ;  but  this  Court  recognises 
one  well-known  exception  to  that  rula  It  is  settled,  that 
a  wife  can  contract  with  her  husband  in  respect  of  her 
separate  estate.  And  I  apprehend  that  the  exception  does 
not  stop  there ;  but  under  any  circumstances,  when  the  wife 
is  put  in  such  a  position  that  she  can  be  regarded,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  contract,  as  a  feme  sole,  the  general  rule 
ceases  to  have  this  direct  application.  It  is  true,  as  was 
said  by  Lord  Justice  Turner,  in  Hoye  v.  Hope  (a),  that  the 
case  of  Wilson  v.  Wilson  (b)  has  not  sanctioned  any  dif- 
ferent view  of  the  law  with  regard  to  the  incapacity  of  a 
wife  to  contract  with  her  husband,  inasmuch  as  in  that  case 
there  was  a  contract  with  a  trustee  ;  so  that  the  decision 

(a)  3  Jur.,  N.  S.,  454.  {b)  1  H.L.  C.  538. 
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oonld  have  no  bearing  upon  the  particular  point  discussed  i858. 

in  Hope  v.  Hope.    But  it  appears  to  me,  that  in  reference  v^wiitIbt 

to  any  matter  as  to  which  a  wife  is  placed  in  the  position  <^* 

of  a  feme  sole,  and  not  merely  in  reference  to  her  separate  

estate^  she  may  be  also  in  a  position  to  enter  into  acontract  •'**"•***• 
with  her  husband. 

Consequently,  I  could  not  properly  decide  this  case  upon 
the  simple  ground  that  the  contract  now  in  question  was 
one  between  a  husband  and  wifa 

The  case  of  a  wife  being  entitled  to  a  divorce  as  against 
her  husband,  actually  suing  for  that  divorce,  and  then 
entering  into  an  agreement  with  her  husband  for  the  com- 
promise of  that  suit,  is  just  one  of  those  cases,  as  it  appears 
to  me, — and  I  think  there  is  very  strong  authority  upon 
that  part  of  the  case — ^in  which  the  wife  is  to  be  considered 
as  a  feme  sole,  capable  of  contracting  with  her  husband  for 
the  abandonment  of  her  suit  against  him  upon  any  terms 
for  which  she  may  think  fit  to  stipulate;  but  subject^  of 
oooise,  to  this  limitation,  that  her  capacity  to  contract  is 
confined  to  the  matters  as  to  which  she  is  to  be  considered 
a  feme  sole,  and  to  the  purposes  for  which  she  is  to  be  so 
considered. 

The  authority  to  which  I  would  refer  for  that  proposition 
is  the  case  of  Bateman  v.  The  Countess  of  Ross  (a),  which 
was  discussed  in  the  House  of  Lords, — a  case  very  similar 
to  this,  and  of  which  the  authority  is  all  the  greater 
from  the  circumstance  that  the  affirmation  of  the  contract^ 
which  was  then  in  question,  was  moved  by  Lord  Redesdale 
and  assented  to  by  Lord  Eldon,  which,  as  Lord  CoUenham 
observes  in  Wilson  v.  WUson  (5),  considerably  diminishes 
the  force  of  Lord  Eldon' s  observations  in  SL  John  v.  St  John. 

{a)  1  Dow,  235.  (h)  1  H.  L.  C.  573. 
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1858.  The  case  of  Bateman  y.  The  CouTUesa  of  Rasa  arose 

VaksittIbt   ^  ^^^  ^*y  •  differences  having  arisen  between  Lady  Rosa 
„     V*  and  her  husband,  the  Bespondent  in  1780  instituted  a 

VAIVSITTABT. 

-suit  for  divorce   and   alimony  in   the   Spiritual   Ck>urt, 

JudgmenL      ^^  ^  j^g^^  ^^  j^^^  ^^^^  Mend,  filed  a  bill  in  Chaaceiy 

against   the   Appellant,    stating  that  he   had  neglected 
to   pay  the  incumbrances   on   the   estate  and   the    Be- 
spondent's  pin  money ;  and  praying,  among  other  things, 
for  an  account  and  payment  of  the  arrears  of  her  annuity; 
and  for  a  separate  maintenance.    The  Appellant,  by  his 
answer,  allied  that  he  had  been  induced  to  give  her 
so  large  an  annuity  by  fiedse  representations  as  to   the 
income  from  her   estates;   and  in  June,   1782,  filed    a 
cross  biU,  praying  an  account  of  various  articles  of  value 
stated  to  have  been  taken  from  him  by  the  Respondent, 
who  had  left  his  house;  to  which  the  Bespondent  answered, 
that  she  had  a  right  to  the  articles  in  question.  Then  the 
parties  consented  to  a  reference  of  all  matters  in  dispute. 
It  is  a  litUe  unfortunate  that  the  agreement  is  not  set  out ; 
whether  it  was  done  in  open  Court  by  counsel  or  by  specific 
agreement,  does  not  distinctly  appear.     They  consented  to 
arbitration,  and  the  arbitrator^  made  their  award,  and  the 
question  was,  whether  that  award  should  stsmd.     Lord 
Redesdale  states  what  the  objection  was ;  he  said,  "  It 
had  been  objected  to  the  award  that  the  Coimtess  could  not 
agree  to  the  submission  so  as  to  bind  herself,  unless  she 
had  been  separated  from  her  husband;  and  her  next  friend 
was  not  nuule  a  party  to  it     But  it  appeared  to  him  that 
there  was  nothing  in  this  objection,  as  the  award  was  foimded 
on  an  agreement  on  both  sides,  and  he  had  filed  a  cross- 
bill against  her,  which  she  had  answered;  so  that,  imder  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  she  was  to  be  regarded  quite  as 
a  feme  sole,  and  there  was  no  occasion  to  make  the  next 
friend  a  party,  as  there  was  nothing  for  him  to  consent  to. 
He  must  act  entirely  as  the  wife  directed.     It  was  not  like 
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thecase  of  an  mfieuit  suing  bya  next  Mend  Theaward  was        is^s. 
confirmed  by  order  upon  oonsenf  Vahmttakt 

V. 

Vaiwittabt. 
Lord  BedesdaUy  therefore,  treats  that  case  as  one  in        

which  the  wife,  being  in  litigation  and  at  arm's  length  with       "^^T"**^ 

her  husband,  was  to  be  treated  in  respect  of  that  suit,  and 

of  the  settlement  of  that  suit^  as  a  feme  sole. 

And  it  seems  to  me,  that^  so  tax  from  this  being  contrary 
to  public  policy,  it  would  be  contrary  to  public  policy  to 
hold  otherwise.  To  hold  that  a  wife,  litigating  with  her 
husband  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  and  suing  him  for  a 
divoroe,  is  incapable  of  contracting  with  him  for  a  compro- 
mise of  her  suit,  imless  she  procures  the  assistance  of  some 
person  capable  of  entering  into  covevants  on  her  behalf,  and' 
induces  that  person  to  enter  into  the  requisite  covenants 
with  her  husband,  would  be  to  throw  obstacles  in  the  way 
of  the  settlement  of  such  disputes,  which  could  hardly  be 
considered  for  the  interest  of  public  policy. 

Therefore,  if  this  were  the  simple  case  of  an  agreement 
between  a  husband  and  wife,  by  which,  in  consideration  of 
the  wife  abandoning  a  suit  instituted,  as  this  has  been,  for  a 
di?oroe,the  husband  agreed  to  pay  her  an  additional  annuity, 
as  stipulated  in  this  agreement,  and  if  that  were  the  sole 
matter  in  the  agreement,  I  should  have  a  strong  impression 
that  the  agreement  could  be  enforced,  in  thesame  manner 
as  the  agreement  in  Baiemom  v.  The  Countess  of  Rosa. 

But  if  the  agreement  contains  other  stipulations  to  be  per- 
fonned  by  the  wife,  and  if  those  stipulations  are  such  that 
this  Court  could  not  enforce  them  against  the  wife,'  a  difficulty 
arisesL  The  principle  upon  which  an  exception  is  allowed 
where  the  wife  contracts  as  a  feme  sole,  does  not  extend  so  as 
to  enable  her  to  contract  as  to  any  act  to  be  done  on  her  part 


74  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1858.        beyond  what  the  necessity  of  the  case  requires.    The  necefr- 

^^^^l^^i^^    Bity  of  the  case  requires  that  she  should  be  considered  as  a 

V.         feme  sole  for  the  purpose  of  abandoning  her  suit  in  the 
Yansittabt.  -,,..,^  1,..  -, 

Ecclesiastical  Court,  and  obtaining  such  consideration  in 

"^^^^"^^      return  as  she  may  be  abla   But  a  difficulty  of  course  arises 
as  to  any  further  stipulations  on  her  part 

# 
Now,  in  this  agreement,  I  find  stipulations  on  the  part 
of  the  wife  which  unquestionably  could  never  be  en- 
forced against  her.  First,  there  is  the  stipulation  that  a 
trustee  is  to  be  found  by  the  wife,  who  shall  indemnify  the 
husband  against  her  debts.  Secondly,  there  are  the  stipu- 
lations with  regard  to  the  children,  which  are  objectionable 
upon  two  distinct  grounds,  both  fatal  to  the  agreement:  the 
one  being,  that  I  could  never  enforce  them  against  the  wife, 
even  if  it  were  right,  and  public  policy  would  allow  me 
to  enforce  them  against  the  husband ;  the  other,  that  I 
should  feel  a  serious  objection,  on  the  ground  of  public 
policy,  to  compel  performance  on  his  part  of  any  of  those 
stipulations  with  regard  to  his  children. 

As  regards  the  first  stipulation, — ^that  the  wife  shall  pro- 
vide a  trustee,  it  was  argued  that  this  was,  in  fact,  performed 
by  the  wife  before  the  agreement  was  broken  off  by  the 
husband,  the  wife  having  provided  a  trustee  and  procured 
his  execution  of  the  deed.  But  on  the  statements  contained 
in  the  biU,  I  must  assume  the  contrary  to  have  been  the 
case ;  for  the  letter  of  the  24th  of  June,  in  which  the  agree- 
ment was  broken  ofi^  was  written  before  the  consent  of  the 
trustee  was  procured;  and  when  that  consent  was  procured 
the  husband  had  repudiated  the  contract 

But  as  that  objection  might  be  met  by  amendment^  and 
amendment  would  only  lead  to  further,  and,  as  it  appears 
to  me,  hopeless  Utigation  in  respect  of  this  agreement^  I 
proceed  to  consider  the  stipulations  in  reference  to  the 
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childreiL     Some  of  these  are  very  singular.    The  wife  is  to        1S5S. 
hare  the  children  above  seven  years  of  age,  a  right  which 
she  could  not  have  acquired  by  any  result  of  her  suit  for  a 
divorce ;  and  there  are  very  special  stipulations,  entered 
into — ^I  must  assume,  for  sufficient  reasons, — as  to  the  edu-       *v"»*^ 
cation  of  the  children,  and  as  to  their  using  the  Book  of  Com- 
mon Prayer,  and  being  instructed  in  the  Church  catechism ; 
and  there  is  also  a  special  stipulation  that  their  governess 
shall  be  a  Protestant. — How  could  I  enforce  such  stipula- 
tions as  these  against  the  wife,  if  she  refused  to  adhere  to 
them?    This  Court  has  no  means  which  it  could  bring  to 
bear  for  the  purpose  of  canying  the  agreement  into  effect 
as  r^^ards  the  children.    They  are  not  wards  of  Court;  and 
even  if  a  bill  were  filed  for  the  purpose  of  making  them 
wards  of  Court  (assuming  them  to  have  property  which 
oould  give  the  Court  jurisdiction  for  that  purpose),  I  could 
not  compel  the  performance  of  a  contract  like  the  present. 
And  independently  of  that  obstacle,  stipulations  like  these 
rdate  to  matters  to  which  the  privilege  of  the  wife  to  con- 
tract as  a  feme  sole  can  hardly  be  extended;  that  privilege 
being  limited  to  the  benefits  which  she  can  obtain  in  con- 
sideration of  her  abandoning  her  suit  for  a  divorce,  and  not 
extending  to  other  benefits  to  be  acquired  in  consideration 
of  covenants,  agreements,  and  arrangements  on  her  part, 
which  she  may  be  incapable  of  performing,  or  which,  at  all 
events,  this  Court  is  incapable  of  compelling  her  to  per- 
form. 

Further  than  that,  the  husband  appears,  by  the  memo- 
randum of  agreement,  to  consider  that  his  children  are  a 
burthen  to  him,  and  that  it  is  rather  for  his  benefit  that  they 
are  to  be  handed  over  to  the  wife.  There  is  an  express 
stipulation,  that  if  one  of  the  children  in  the  wife's  cus- 
tody dies,  the  husband  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  place  another 
under  her  care.  Apart  from  all  considerations  of  public 
policy,  and  assuming  this  stipulation  to  be  one  for  which 
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1858.        ^^  husband  had  a  right  to  bargain,  how  could  this  Court 

VakmttIbt  ^™P®^  ^®  ^®>  ^  *^®  event  of  the  death  of  a  child  in  her 

V.         custody,  to  take  another  and  support  it?    But^  in  &ct  the 

'  stipulation  is  not  one  for  which  the  husband  had  a  right  to 

Judgmmt  Y^^^^j^^  Upon  grounds  of  public  policy,  the  case  in  this 
respect  is  open  to  the  same  objections  as  that  of  Hope  v. 
Hope  ; — ^in  a  less  aggravated  form  it  is  true,  for  the  circum- 
stances of  that  case  are  such  as  to  render  it  singular  that  it 
should  have  been  argued  once,  and  much  more  singular 
that  it  should  have  been  argued  a  second  time,  before  any 
Court,  a  more  hopeless  contract  being  difficult  to  be  con- 
ceived. Here  the  husband  yields  up  the  children  above 
seven  years  of  age  to  the  sole  custody  of  the  wife,  and  enters 
into  stipulations  (which,  as  I  have  said  before,  tliis  Court 
cannot  assist  him  in  enforcing)  as  to  the  management, 
education,  and  religious  principles  of  his  children,  all  of 
which  he  ought  to  superintend  himself;  bartering  away,  as 
it  were,  to  his  wife,  rights  and  privileges  to  which  she  would 
never  be  entitled  as  the  natural  result  of  her  suit  for  a  divorce. 

Under  these  circumstances  it  appears  to  me,  that  although 
thevalidity  of  the  consideration  for  this  agreement^ — ^namely, 
the  wife's  waiving  her  right  to  a  divorce, — ^is  established  by 
numerous  authorities ;  and  although  the  right  of  the  wife  to 
contract  with  her  husband  to  waive  that  right  and  abandon 
her  suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  is  sanctioned,  as  it  seems 
to  me,  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  BateTnan  v.  The  Cownteas 
of  Rosa;  yet,  inasmuch  as  the  agreement  contains  other 
stipulations  on  the  part  of  the  wife  which  this  Court  cannot 
compel  her  to  perform,  and  stipulations  on  the  part  of  the 
husband  which  this  Court  ought  not  to  allow  him  to  enter 
into,  the  bUl  does  not  make  out  a  case  for  a  decree,  and 
the  demurrer  must  be  allowed 

As  to  costs,  I  think  a  case  between  husband  and  wife  is 
not  a  case  for  costs. 
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Mr.  Cairns,  Q.  C,  sabmitted  that  the  avennents  of  the 
bill  were  only  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  arguing  the 
demurrer,  aad  the  Defendant  by  taking  a  di£ferent  course 
might  have  8u£fered  in  costs  at  a  subsequent  stage. 

The  Yic&Chancellob. — That  had  not  escaped  my  at- 
tention. I  have  a  strong  feeling  upon  the  propriety  of 
demurring  under  such  circumstances,  and  I  have  more  than 
once  expressed  it  here.  I  should  be  sorry  to  encourage 
persons  to  protract  litigation,  when  there  is  a  neat  point 
which  may  be  argued  and  decided  upon  the  bets  as  stated, 
or  upon  the  effect  of  l^al  documents ;  I  should  feel  that  I 
was  driving  them  to  take  that  course  if  I  allowed  an  opinion 
to  prevail  that  a  Defendant  might  suffer  in  costs  in  conse- 
quence of  any  admissions  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  his 
demurrer.  But  here,  all  that  I  assimie  against  the  De- 
fendant IB,  that  this  memorandum  of  agreement  was  signed 
by  him,  which  showed  a  desire  on  his  part  to  come  to  an 
anangement  Arrangements  under  such  circumstances 
should  be  encouraged;  and  I  think  a  case  between  husband 
and  wife  is  not  a  case  for  costs. 

Kr.  RoU,  Q.  C. — ^The  usual  course  is  to  insert  in  the 
order,  "  Leave  to  amend  refused.''  I  ask  leave  to  amend; 
but  if  that  is  refused  I  hope  these  words  will  be  inserted. 

The  Vics-Chancbllob. — I  refuse  leave  to  amend ;  but 
it  is  not  usual  to  insert  the  proposed  words  in  the  order. 
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1S5S. 
Vaxbittabt 

V. 

Yahsittajit 


DnniBBXK  allowed — ^no  costs. 


Mwmteof 
Order. 


An  appeal  from  this  order  was  dismissed  with  costs,  by  the  Lord 
Chancellor  (Lord  Chelnufard)  and  the  Lords  Justices. 


ifarcA  KHh 
Appeal 
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1858. 

In  be  WALTON  (A  Solicitor.) 

JauL  \9ih,      -^  HE   petitioner  bad  employed  a  ooimtry  solicitor  to 

institute  certain  proceedings  against  a  railway  company 

c/imT^  #  7    ^hich  had  taken  his  lands.    The  solicitor  had  employed  a 

T^fc<x.73,w.37,  London  agent  to  conduct  these  proceedings,  and  the  latter 

Ml  Bankntptcy   had  obtained  certain  orders  for  costs  against  the  railway 

-^Dthvtry  by, 

qfBiUofCottt  company. 

— Tovm  Agent 
— Papers  m 

Hmdao/--        jn  th^  meantime  the  solicitor  became  bankrupt^  and 

TUU  of  Pe-  ^^ 

Htion.        absconded. 

Suminaiy  or- 

tition^derSSo  ^®  petitioner  upon  this  proposed  to  the  agent  to  allow 
Attorneys  and   him  to  work  out  the  Orders  ac^ainst  the  company,  as  his 

SoUcitorsAct  v      r  j   •  J  ••        v- 

(6  &  7  Vict.  c.  sohator,  and  to  pay  hmi  for  so  domg ;  and  requiring  him, 

7s  R.  37^ 

gg^^gj.  ^  in  case  he  declined,  to  deliver  up  the  orders ;  giving  him 
h^i^^  ofa  ^^*^^®  **  ^^^  same  time  that  nothing  was  due  to  the 
ooontry  solid-  country  solicitor. 

tor,  who  had 
employed  a 

to  d^ver*th^       The   London  agent  declined  either  to  deliver  up  the 
bills  of  costs;     orders,  or  to  work  them  out  against  the  company, 
agent  to  de- 

of  costs  and  The  petition  prayed  that  the  bills   of    costs    of   the 

P^^ll^'ltf'f .  solicitor  and  of  the  agent,  and  the  orders,  should  be  de- 
papers  in  ms  o      '  ' 

possession.        Uvered  to  the  petitioner. 

Such  peti-  

tions  should  be 

intituled  in  jf ^   ShaptcT,  Q.  C,  for  the  petitioner,  cited   Ward  v. 

the  matter  of  -"^ 

both  solicitors;   Hepple  (cb). 
but  a  petition 
in  the  matter 

^  n^l^'         Mr.  /.  Hinde  PcUraer,  for  the  assignees,  contended  that 

intituled  m       ^he  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  an  order  against 

the  matter  of  ____ 

the  Act.  them  except  upon  bill  filed.     The  Court  had  summary 

jurisdiction  against  a  solicitor,  because  a  solicitor  is  an 
(a)  15  Ves.  297. 
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officer  of  the  Court  But  the  asBignees  in  bankruptcy 
of  a  solicitor  were  no  officers  of  the  Court,  and  over  them 
the  Court  had  no  summary  jurisdiction.  To  such  a  case 
the  Act  6  &  7  Vict  c.  73  did  not  apply.  That  Act  r^ 
ferred  throughout  to  a  case  where  the  bill  of  costs  had 
been  delivered.     Here  no  bill  had  been  delivered. 
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18^S. 

Walton. 
ArgtmrniL 


This  application,  moreover,  was  unreasonable ;  for  the 
assignees  did  not  claim  any  bill  of  costs  from  the  petitioner, 
all  th^  sought  was  to  be  left  alona  And  as  to  the  orders, 
the  bankrupt  had  handed  them  over  to  the  London  agent, 
and  there  were  no  longer  any  papers  in  his  possession,  or 
in  that  of  his  assignees,  belonging  to  the  petitioner. 

The  petition  also  was  wrongly  intitled.  It  should  have 
been  intitled — In  the  matter  of  the  Act  6  &  7  Vict  c.  78. 


Mr.  SJiapter,  Q.  C,  in  reply,  referred  to  the  43rd  section 
of  the  Act,  to  show  that  the  petition  was  properly  intitled. 
And  upon  the  question  as  to  jurisdiction,  he  referred  to  the 
37th  section,  which  empowers  "  the  Courts  and  Judges,  in 
the  same  cases  in  which  they  are  authorised  to  refer  a  bill 
which  has  been  so  delivered  as  in  the  Act  mentioned,  to 
make  such  order  for  the  delivery  by  any  attorney  or 
solicitor,  or  the  executor,  administrator,  or  assignee  of  any 
attorney  or  solicitor,  of  such  bill  as  aforesaid  ;  and  for  the 
delivery  up  of  deeds,  documents,  or  papers  in  his  pos- 
session, custody,  or  power,  or  otherwise  touching  the  same, 
in  the  same  manner  as  had  theretofore  been  done  as 
regards  such  attorney  or  solicitor  by  such  Courts  or 
Judges  respectively." 


Vicb-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

That  is  quite  conclusive  upon  the  question  of  jurisdic- 
tion.   And  as  to  the  orders  not  being  in  the  bankrupt's 


JudgmmL 
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possession,  they  were  banded  by  bim  to  bis  town  agent, 
and  are  still  in  tbe  possession  of  tbe  agent ;  and  the  pos- 
sesion of  the  agent  is  the  possession  of  the  assignees. 
Having  regard  to  what  has  passed  between  tbe  petitioner 
and  tbe  agent  in  reference  to  these  orders,  tbe  latter  must 
deliver  them  immediately,  and  without  waiting  for  pay- 
ment of  bis  bill  of  costa 


Tbe  petition  should  be  beaded  in  the  matter  of  tbe 
agent  as  well  as  of  tbe  country  solicitor.  In  other  respects 
it  is  properly  intitled. 


MimuU  of 
Order, 


Obdeb  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt  solicitor  to  deliver,  within 
three  weeks,  their  bills  of  costs  to  the  petitioner ;  and  if  anything 
shall  be  found  to  be  due  to  them  from  the  petitioner,  then  order  the 
agent  to  deliver  to  the  petitioner  his  bill  of  costs  against  the  solicitor; 
and  if  anything  shall  be  foimd  due  to  him,  order  the  petitioner  to  pay 
to  the  agent  wHat  shall  be  so  found  to  be  due,  or  so  much  thereof  as 
the  petitioner  would  otherwise  have  to  pay  to  the  assignees.  The 
orders  obtdned  by  the  agent  against  the  railway  company  to  be 
delivered  over  to  the  petitioner  immediately. — Costs  reserved. 


Jim.  \9th,  BERRY  V.  HEBBLETHWAITE. 

Creditor^  Suit    X  HIS  was  a  petition  in  a  creditors'  suit,  in  which  the 


—  Mortgage 
Sah—Cotii, 


common  administration  decree  bad  been  made. 


subject  to  a  Under  tbe  decree,  lands  of  tbe  testator,  which  were 
Slen^^T^  subject  to  a  mortgage  debt>  bad  been  sold,  the  mortgagee 
der  a  decree  in  joining  in  the  conveyance  of  tbe  premises  freed  from  bis 
suit,  the  mort>  mortgage  debt 

gagee  joining 
in  a  convey- 
ance of  the  lands  freed  from  his  mortgage: — Hetd^  that  he  was  entitled  to  have  the  expenses  of 
the  actual  sale,  but  no  more,  borne  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  the  other  costs  and  expenses 
being  left  to  be  defrayed  out  of  the  general  assets. 
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Mr.  Amphlett,  Q.  C,  for  the  petitioDer  (the  Plaintiff  in 
the  suit),  contended,  that  all  costs  connected  with  the  sale 
should  be  defrayed  out  of  the  general  assets,  or  at  any  rate 
all  such  costs  except  the  costs  and  expenses  of  the  auction 
and  the  other  expenses  (if  any)  of  the  actual  sale. 

Mr.  Prendergast,  for  the  mortgagee,  contended,  that  he 
^ras  entitled  to  have  all  his  costs  connected  with  the  sale, 
and  not  merely  those  of  the  actual  sale,  defrayed  out  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale 


is^s. 


Vice-Chancellob  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

All  that  the  mortgagee  is  entitled  to  have  paid  out  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  in  respect  of  costs  is  the  simple 
expenses  of  the  actual  sala  All  other  costs  and  expenses 
connected  with  the  sale  will  be  left  to  be  defrayed  out  of  the 
general  assets,  but  the  expenses  of  the  actual  sale  I  shall 
order  to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sala 


Arg%imtmL 


Judgment. 


IkrbTHE  BRISTOL  &  EXETER   RAILWAY  ACT, 
6  &  7  WILL  IV.  c.  XXXVL, 

AND 

In  re  LAND'S  TRUST. 

1  HIS  was  a  petition  for  a  transfer  into  the  name  of  the 
Petitioner,  of  a  sum  of  stock  representing  the  purchase 
money  of  lands  which  had  been  taken  by  the  Bristol  and 
ExeUr  Railway  Company  for  the  purposes  of  the  railway 
during  the  Petitioner's  minority ;  and  praying  also  for  pay- 


Jon.  19(ft. 


Railway  Com- 
pamf — Pur- 
chtueor  Com- 
pentatum  Mo- 
— ney  Transfer 
of  Stock  to  Per- 
son absolutely 
entUled— Costs, 


Where  parchase  money  had  been  paid  into  Conrt  by  the  Bristol  and  Exeier  Railway  Com- 
ply and  inyested  in  stock — Held^  on  the  conBtruotion  of  the  Company's  Act,  that  the  Court 
^  no  power  to  order  the  company  to  pay  the  costs  of  obtaining  a  transfer  to  the  person  abso- 
ratdy  entitled,  notwithstanding  they  might  have  been  ordered  under  the  Act  to  pay  much 
^{er  co8t8^  had  the  petition  prayed  a  rciuyestment  in  land. 

VOL.  IV.  G 
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In  re  Land's 
Trust, 

Statement. 


ment  to  the  Petitioner  of  a  dividend  which  had  accrued 
due  in  respect  of  the  stock  since  he  came  of  age  (a). 

By  an  order  made  in  the  same  matter  during  the  Peti- 
tioner's minority,  the  dividends  had  been  ordered  to  be  paid 
to  his  guardian  during  his  minority  or  until  further  order. 

The  Petitioner  was  entitled  absolutely  to  the  stock  men- 
tioned in  the  petition. 


(a)  By  the  Company's  Act  (6 
Will.  4,  cxxxvi.  8. 39)  after  mak- 
ing provision  for  the  payment  into 
the  Bank  of  England  of  compen- 
sation money  for  lands  belonging 
to  corporations  and  certain  per- 
sons under  disabilities,  it  was  en- 
acted, That  the  money  when  paid 
in  should  there  remain  until  the 
same  should,  by  order  of  the  Court 
made  in  a  summaiy  way  upon 
petition  to  be  presented  to  the 
said  Court  by  the  party  who 
would  have  been  entitled  to  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  said  lands, 
be  applied  either  in  the  purchase 
or  redemption  of  the  land  tax,  or 
in  or  towards  the  discharge  of  any 
debt  or  other  incumbrance  af- 
fecting the  said  lands,  or  affecting 
other  lands  standing  settled  there- 
with to  the  same  or  the  like  uses, 
trusts,  intents,  or  purposes,  as  the 
Court  should  authorise  to  be  pur- 
chased or  paid,  or  such  part  there- 
of as  should  be  necessary,  or  un- 
til the  same  should,  upon  the  like 
application,  be  laid  out  by  order 
of  the  Court  made  in  a  summary 
way  as  aforesaid,  in  the  purchase 
of  other  lands  which  should  be 
conveyed,  limited,  and  settled  to, 
for,  and  upon  such  and  the  like 
uses,  trusts,  intent*^,  and  purposes, 
and  in  the  same  manner  as  the 


lands  which  should  be  so  pur- 
chased, taken,  or  used,  as  afore- 
said, or  in  respect  of  which 
such  compensation  or  satisfaction 
should  be  paid,  stood  settled  or 
limited,  or  such  of  them  as  at  the 
time  of  making  such  conveyance 
and  settlement  should  be  existing, 
undetermined,  or  capable  of  tak- 
ing effect.  Provision  was  then 
made  for  investment  of  the  money 
and  for  payment  of  the  dividends 
in  the  meantime,  and  until  such 
purchase  could  be  made. 

By  s.  44  it  was  provided,  that, 
where  by  reason  of  any  disability 
or  incapacity  of  any  party  en- 
titled to  any  lands  to  be  taken  or 
used,  or  in  respect  of  which  any 
satisfaction,  recompense,  or  com- 
pensation should  be  payable  un- 
der the  authority  of  the  Act,  the 
purchase  money  for  the  same,  or 
the  money  paid  for  such  compen- 
sation should  be  required  to  be 
paid  into  the  Bank  of  England 
for  the  purpose  of  being  invested 
in  the  purcha^  of  Consolidated  or 
Reduced  Bank  Annuities,  or  in 
other  Government  securities,  to  be 
applied  in  the  purchase  of  other 
lands  to  be  settled  to  the  like 
uses  in  pursuance  of  the  Act,  it 
should  be  lawful  for  the  Court  to 
order  all  the  costs,  charges,  and 
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The  company  did  not  object  to  transfer  the  stock,  but        is^s. 

they  objected  to  pay  the  costa  Ik^TlITd's 

Trust. 

ArgmmOHL 

Mr.  Karslake^  for  the  Petitioner,  contended,  that  the 
Court  had  power  under  the  Company's  Act  to  order  the 
company  to  pay  the  costs,  citing  Ex  parte  Marshall  in  re 
The  Great  Western  Railway  Acts  (a).  "  When  the  Act 
directs  the  payment  of  the  money  into  court,  it  clearly 
contemplates  the  payment  of  it  out  of  court ;  and  this 
coDstanction  is  consistent  with  the  meaning  of  the  Act  and 
the  justice  of  the  casa  When  a  public  company  takes  land 
for  their  own  purposes,  it  is  right  they  should  pay  all  costs 
incident  on  such  taking :"  per  Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  (&). 

When  the  application  is  for  an  investment^  or  a  re- 
investment of  purchase  or  compensation  money  in  land, 
the  Court  has  power  under  the  Act  to  order  all  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses  to  be  borne  by  the  company.  And 
if  the  prayer  of  this  petition  had  been,  that  the  stock  in 
question  might  be  sold  out  and  invested  in  land,  the  costs, 
which  would  have  hx  exceeded  those  now  asked  for  by  the 
Petitioner,  would  have  been  ordered  to  be  paid  by  the  com- 
pany as  a  matter  of  course :  per  yice-Chancellor  Knight 


ezpoises  of^  or  which  might  be  proper  order  for  such  purposes, 
mcurred  in  consequence  of,  the  and  for  the  payment  of  the  divi- 
puiehase  or  taking  or  using  of  dends,  to  be  paid  by  the  said  corn- 
such  knds  by  the  company  under  pany  out  of  the  moneys  to  be  re- 
and  by  virtue  of  the  Act,  and  ceived  by  virtue  of  the  Act ;  and 
also  of  the  investment  of  the  the  said  company  should  from 
pDTchase  and  compensation  mo-  time  to  time  pay  such  sums  of 
oej  m  Consolidated  or  Reduced  money  for  such  costs,  chaiges,  and 
Bank  Annuities,  or  other  Govern-  expenses,  as  the  Court  should  di- 
ment  securities,  or  of  the  rein-  rect. 

Testment  of  such  purchase  and  (a)  4    Railw.  Cas.  58;  S.  C, 

compensation  money  in  land,  to-  1  Phill.  560. 

gether  with  the  necessary  costa  (b)  4  Railw.  Cas.  61. 
and  charges  of    obtaining   the 
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1858.       Bruce,  in  Ex  parte  MarehaU  (a).    Here,  therefore,  the  argu- 

In  bITiInd's    ™®^^  w^  ^  fortiori. 
Tbubt. 

Argmnent.  The  argument,  that  a  case  like  the  present,  where  the 
Petitioner  is  absolutely  entitled  and  asks  for  an  absolute 
transfer  and  not  a  re-investment  of  the  fund,  is  not  pro- 
vided for  by  the  44th  section  of  the  Act,  went  too  far,  for 
neither  is  such  a  case  provided  for  by  the  39th  section. 
If,  therefora  the  Act  were  to  be  thus  strictly  construed,  the 
Court  would  have  no  power  to  order  payment  out  of  court 
to  any  person  absolutely  entitled. 

At  all  events,  the  Petitioner  was  entitled  to  the  costs  of 
this  petition  so  far  as  it  sought  payment  of  the  dividend 
now  due,  for  as  to  that  the  Act  was  express. 

Mr.  Oabome,  for  the  company,  objected  to  pay  any  costs 
whatever. 

In  Ex  parte  Marshall,  the  language  of  the  Act  was  in 
effect  the  same  as  in  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  providing  ex- 
pressly for  the  costs  "  of  the  payment  of  the  principal  or 
compensation  money  and  of  the  Government  and  real 
securities  purchased  therewith  out  of  court,''  and  enabling 
the  Court  to  order  such  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  company. 
Here  the  words  of  the  Act  were  different,  and  the  interpre- 
tation to  be  put  upon  them  had  been  expressly  decided  in 
favour  of  the  company  in  a  similar  application :  In  re 
The  Bristol  and  Eoccter  Railway  Company,  Ex  parte  Oore 
Langton  (6),  where  Ex  parte  Marshall  was  cited  ;  but  the 
Vice-Chancellor  of  England  held,  that  the  language  of  the 
two  Acts  was  different,  and  that  in  this  Act  the  words  relating 
to  the  purchase  of  lands  could  not  fairly  be  applied  to  the 
case  of  payment  out  of  court.  A  like  decision  had  been 
come  to  by  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce,  when  Vice-Chan- 

(a)  4  Railw.  Cas.  60.  (6)  1 1  Jur.  686. 
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cellor,  in  Ex  parte  Thoroton,  i/n  re  The  Midlamd  Counties        I868. 
Bailnoay  Company  (a),  where  the  words  of  the  Act  were  i^^^Tji^g 
as  here.    His  Honour  said,  "  In  reason,  justice,  and  pro-       Trvst, 
prieiy,  the  company  ought  to  pay  the  costs ;  and  he  would     Argumeitt 
give  them  if  he  could.    He  thought,  however,  that  he  could 
not ;  and  he  had  so  decided  in  Ex  parte  Molyneux,  in  re 
The  Liverpool  and  MancJieeter  Railway  Act"  (6). 

The  Vicb-Chancellor. — I  quite  concur  in  all  that 
the  Tioe-Chanoellor  there  says  as  to  the  excessively  un- 
gracious character  of  a  refusal  like  this  on  the  part  of  the 
company,  when  they  might  confessedly  have  been  compelled 
to  pay  such  fax  larger  costs,  had  the  petition  been  for 
a  re-investment  in  land  But  what  do  you  say  as  to  the 
dividend  ? 

Mr.  Oaborne. — ^The  petitioner  could  have  obtained  that 
under  the  former  order. 

TheViCB-CHANCELLOB. — ^That  order  is  confined  to  divi- 
dends accruing  due  during  his  minority. 

Mr.  Oebome. — But  here  he  applies  for  both  purposes — 
a  transfer  of  the  fond  as  well  as  payment  of  the  dividend  ; 
and  no  order  should  be  made  at  all  as  to  cost& 

The  Yice-Chancellob. — ^There  may  be  some  extra 
costs  incidental  to  the  transfer  of  the  fund ;  and  if  the 
petitioner  insists  on  those  I  must  hear  his  counsel  in  reply. 
But  as  to  the  dividend,  he  was  obliged  to  come  here  for 
payment  of  that ;  the  costs  of  that  part  of  his  applica- 
tion I  have  clearly  the  power  to  make  the  company  pay, 
and  I  shall  c^tainly  order  them  to  do  so. 

As  to  the  rest,  it  appears  to  me  at  present  that  I  am 
(a)  17  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Ch.,  167.  (6)  2  Coll.  273. 
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In  re  Land's 
Thust. 

ArgumeiU. 


Judgment 


boimd  by  the  cases  that  have  been  cited,  especially  that 
before  Vioe-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce  (a),  though  I  say  so 
with  extreme  reluctance. 

Mr.  Karalake  said  he  was  precluded,  by  the  decision  in 
Ex  parte  Gore  Langton  (J)),  from  replying  as  to  extra  costs 
(if  any).  He  would^  therefore^  take  the  order  as  proposed 
by  the  Court. 

The  Yicb-Chancsllor  said,  that,  upon  the  oonstmo- 
tion  of  the  Act,  it  would  haTe  been  useless  to  ask  for 
mora  The  point  had  been  often  before  the  Court  in  un- 
reported cases  upon  this  or  similar  Acts  passed  before  the 
Lands  Clauses  Act ;  but  the  Court  had  held,  however 
reluctantly,  that  words  like  those  in  the  present  Act  did 
not  enable  it  to  make  the  Company  bear  the  costs  of  an 
absolute  transfer. 


Mmuteof 
Order. 


Obdsr  payment  of  the  dividend  and  transfer  of  stock  as  prayed. 
The  costs,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  dividend,  to  be  paid  by  the 
company. 


The  like  de- 
cision npon  a 
Bimilar  Act,  in 
a  matter  trans- 
ferred from  the 
Exchequer, 
notwithstand- 
ing In  re 
Robert§<m(23 
Beay.  433.) 


xHE  same  question  arose  shortly  afterwards  (13th  March,  1858), 
upon  an  unopposed  Pbtition,  In  re  MouseleyU  Trusty  and  In  re  The  Act 
6  TrtS.4,  c.  xzzY.,  incorporating  the  Birmingham  and  Derby  Junction 
Railway  Company,  transferred  fVom  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  when 
Mr.  TraiUy  for  the  Petitioners,  cited  In  re  Robertson  (c)  to  show  that, 
in  matters  so  transferred,  this  Court  had  power  under  the  5th  "Vict,  c  5 
to  adopt  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  would  order 
the  ooets  of  an  absolute  transfer  to  be  paid  by  the  Company. 

The  Vicb-Chancbixob  took  time  to  consider  that  authority,  and 
00  a  subsequent  day  decided  that  he  was  bound  by  theauthorities,  and 
especially  ^x/Mirfe  Moiynauaj  to  hold  that  the  Court  hadaot  the  power 
to  order  the  Company  to  pay  the  costs  of  an  absolute  transfer. 

(a)  Ex  parte  Thorotony  17  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Cb.,  167. 
(6)  1 1  Jur.  686.  (c)  23  Bcav.  438. 
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1848. 

In  the  Matter  of  WILLIAM'S  SETTLEMENT,        j^  19a. 

AMD 

In  the  Matter  of  THE  ACT  10  &  11  VICT.  c.  96. 

ijT  an  indenture  dated  1845,  certain  sums  of  money  were  Trtuue  Relief 
assigned  to  one  WilUams  upon  the  trusts  therein  mentioned,    nvi^,  c.  95 

— Trustee  pay' 
mg  Money 

The  deed  contained  a  power  for  the  Petitioner,  who  was  ^  Court-^ 
one  of  the  cestuis  que  trusty  to  appoint  any  other  fit  and  theT^nu^ 
proper  person  to  be  a  trustee  jointly  with  WilUama.  It  J^^H^^j^ 
also  contained  a  further  power  for  the  Petitioner,  in  cai^  *^- 
WiRidTJM  should  die  or  be  desirous  to  be  discharged  from,  A  trustee  who 
or  refuse  or  decline  or  become  incapable  to  act  in,  the  trusts  ney  mto  court 
thereof  to  appoint  a  new  trustee  in  his  place.  ^^J!rtee*  ReUef 

Act  (10  &  11 

T  •         i»    1^       /•  1       Tk     •  •  •         1    yid.  c.  96)^ 

In  exercise  of  the  first  power,  the  FeUtioner  appomted  A«&ltohayei«. 
one  W(U8on  to  be  a  trustee  jointly  with   fViUiams,  and  trust,  and  a" 
called  upon  WHUama  to  invest  the  trust  fund  in  the  joint  JJy  ^^^ 

names  of  himself  and  Wa^aon,  been  duly  ap- 

pointed in  has 
stead  under  a 

WHliama  conceiving  that  he  had  good  reason  to  ob-  ^^^^f^ 
ject  to  act  with  Watson  in  the  trust,  declined  to  invest  the  ^^  '^J^^ 

event  of  a  ^ 


money  as  proposed,  and  paid  it  into  court  under  the  Trus-  tee  "  ref^diog 
tee  Belief  Act  Z^t^^ 


The  Petitioner,  therefore,  proceeded  to  appoint  one 
WiUCe  to  be  trustee  in  the  place  of  WilUama,  and  now 
presented  a  petition  under  the  Trustee  Relief  Act,  10  &  11 
Vici  a  96,  praying  to  have  the  fund  paid  out  of  court  to 
Vataon  and   White. 


of  the  settle- 
ment." 


Mr.  Fidd,  for  the  Petitioner,  contended  that  White  was     ^fyvnmL 
well  appointed,  WUlicmm  having  in  eflfect  "  refused  or  de- 
clined to  act  in  the  trusts''  of  the  settlement 
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ArgumtnL 


JudgmewL 


Mr.  Drewry,  for  the  Respondent  WUUams,  submitted 
whether  he  could  betaken  to  have  resigned,  merely  because 
he  had  paid  the  money  into  court  WiUiams  had  no  desire 
to  continue  a  trustee ;  and,  if  White  was  not  akeady  duly 
appointed,  he  might  now  be  appointed  by  the  Court,  under 
the  Trustee  Act^  1850.  But  for  that  purpose  the  petition 
should  have  been  intitled  "  In  the  matter  of  the  Trustee 
Act,  1850,"'  and  not  merely,  as  here,  "  In  the  matter  of  the 
Trustee  Eelief  Act" 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

Since  it  is  necessary  to  decide  the  point,  I  hold  that  pay- 
ment of  a  trust  fund  into  court  is  a  retiring  firom  the  trust ; 
and  that  the  Bespondent  Williams,  by  paying  this  fund  into 
court,  did  in  effect  retire  from  the  trust;  White,  therefore, 
has  been  duly  appointed  under  the  power  contained  in  the 
settlement 


J<m.2(Hh^ 

2m, 

Practice — Pro- 
duction of 
DocumentB — 
J)i8Covery — Jus 
Urtii, 

Upon  motion 
on  behalf  of  a 
Defendant  in  a 
8uit,  for  pro- 
duction by  the 
Plaintiff  of  a 
document  of 
which  the 
Plaintiff  had 
obtained  pro- 
duction by  an 
order  against 
his  Co-defend- 
ant,  the  Court 
refused  to 
make  an  order 
in  the  absence 
of  the  ktter. 

But  the  mere 
limited  purpose 
confidence  tbnt 


REYNOLDS  v.  GODLEE 

X  HE  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant  Head  had  a  oonmion 
interest  in  contesting  the  claim  of  the  Defendant  Oodlee  to 
the  property  in  question  in  the  suit ;  in  the  event  of  their 
succeeding  in  that  contest,  a  further  question  would  arise  be- 
tween the  Plaintiff  and  Head,SiS  to  which  had  the  better  titla 

In  support  of  his  case  against  Head,  the  Plaintiff  al- 
leged by  his  bill,  that  an  opinion  of  counsel  had  been 
taken  by  a  ^person  through  whom  both  claimed ;  and  he 
moved  against  Head  for  a  production  of  this  document, 
and  obtained  an  order  for  its  production. 

The  document  having  been  produced,  and  the  Plaintiff 


circumstance  of  the  Plaintiff  having  obtained  the  document  for  a  specific  and 
would  not  have  entitled  him  to  have  it  protected  on  the  ground  of  an  implied 
it  should  not  be  used  for  any  other  rxumoao—Sembk. 
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havmg  taken  a  copy  of  it,  a  motion  was  now  made  on        1858. 
behalf  of  Godlee,  for  an  order  upon  the  Plainti£f  to  produce     R^^^J^g 
the  copy. 


The  Defendant  Head  had  not  been  served  with  notice 
of  this  motion. 


V. 

Godlee. 
SiatemenL 


Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  LiMe,  in  support  of  the  motion.      Argument. 

The  Plaintiff  had  lawfully  got  possession  of  the  copy, 
and  that  without  any  understanding  as  to  its  not  be- 
ing communicated  to  others,  but  as  of  right  and  by  com- 
pulsion. He  had  stated  it  in  his  bill,  and  made  it  part 
of  his  case  ;  he  had  therefore  no  more  right  to  protect  it 
from  production,  than  he  had  to  withhold  any  other  docu- 
ment on  which  he  relied  Under  these  circumstances,  it 
was  impossible  for  the  Plaintiff  to  set  up  the  jus  tertii  as  an 
answer  to  the  motion. 


Mr.  Cairns,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Archibald  Smith,  for  the 
Plaintiff,  contended,  that,  having  obtained  the  document  by 
a  motion  against  Head,  in  whose  hands  it  was  privil^^ed 
against  the  Defendant  Godlee,  the  Plaintiff  could  not  be 
called  upon  to  produce  the  copy  without  Head's  consent 
He  had  obtained  it  for  a  particular  purpose ;  and  where  a 
document  has  been  commimicated  voluntarily — and  k  for- 
tiori where  it  has  been  obtained  compulsorily  by  the  order 
of  this  Courts — ^for  a  limited  and  restricted  purpose,  it 
would  be  unjust  and  unlawful  to  allow  the  original,  or  a 
copy  of  it,  which  is  the  same  thing,  to  be  conmiunicated  in 
any  manner  except  for  that  purpose :  Enthoven  v.  Cobb  (a) ; 
and  upon  this  principle  it  was,  that,  in  Bicha/rdson  v. 
Hastings  (b).  Lord  Laiigdale  imposed  terms  upon  the  party 
applying  for  production.     Here  the  document  in  question 

(a)  5  De  G.  &  Sm.  595 ;  S.  C,  on  appeal,  2  De  G.  M.  &  Gor.  635. 
(b)  7  Beav.  354. 
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in  e£f6ct  was  Head's^  and  the  motion  could  not  be  heard  in 
bis  absence. 

It  was  argued^  that  the  Plaintiff  had  stated  it  in  his  bill ; 
but  he  had  done  so  merely  as  part  of  his  case  against 
Head;  it  formed  no  part  of  his  case  against  OocUee,  and 
was  not  put  in  issue  as  between  the  Plaintiff  and  that 
Defendant  The  document  was  simply  one  as  to  which 
the  Plaintiff  would  have  a  controversy  with  Head,  in  the 
event  of  their  both  succeeding  against  Oodlee. 


The  Yice-Chancellob,  stopping  the  argument,  ordered 
the  motion  to  stand  over>  and  notice  to  be  served  on  the 
Defendant  Head. 


The  motion  stood  over  accordingly;  and  before  it  was 
resumed,  the  Plaintiff  filed  an  affidavit,  stating  that  the 
document  of  which  production  was  sought,  was  an  opinion 
of  counsel  taken  by  a  conmion  ancestor  of  the  Plaintiff  and 
the  Defendant  Head,  in  reference  to  the  matter  in  question 
in  the  suit ;  and  submitting  that  the  Plaintiff  equally  with 
the  Defendant  Head  was  entitled  to  have  it  protected  from 
production. 


Jan.  28M.         The  hearing  of  the  motion  being  now  resumed, 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Cotton,  for  the  Defendant  Head, 
insisted  on  his  right  to  have  the  document  protected  in  the 
hands  of  the  Plaintiff  They  cited  The  Attomey-Oeneral 
V.  CUipham  (a),  Glover  v.  Hall  (6),  and  WUham  v.  The 
Prinoe  of  Wales  Inaurarice  Company  (c). 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  in  reply.— In  Enthoven  v.  Cobb,  there 
was  express  confidence  between  the  parties,-^an  express 

(a)  10  Hare,  App.  Ixviii.  (b)  2  Phill.  484. 

(c)  23  Law  J.,  N.S.,  Ch.,  840. 
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understandiDg  that  the  party  who  got  possession  of  the         1858. 
document  should  not  publish  it  Rbtiio^ 

V. 
GODLKB. 

Yicb-Ghancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

It  appears  to  me^  now  that  I  have  read  the  Plaintiffs 
fresh  affidavit}  that  he  is  entitled  in  his  own  right  to  have 
this  document  protected  from  production. 

When  the  motion  was  before  me  on  the  former  occasion, 
the  Plaintiff  rested  his  case  not  upon  his  own  right  to 
privilege,  but  only  upon  that  of  Head;  and  submitted, 
that}  having  obtained  the  original  by  a  motion  against 
Head^  he  ought  not  to  be  called  upon  to  produce  the  copy 
without  Head'B  consent 


That  raised  a  question  of  general  interest,  and  of  no  small 
importance.  It  was  said,  that,  ErUhoven  v.  Cobb  having 
decided  that  where  a  person  has  pbtained  documents  in 
confidence,  and  for  a  limited  and  restricted  purpose,  he 
cannot  be  compelled  to  divulge  them  except  for  that 
purpose,  it  followed  upon  principle — and  it  was  even 
aigued  that  it  followed  d  fortiori — ^that  where  documents 
have  been  produced,  not  in  confidence, — ^not  voluntarily, 
but  upon  compulsion  and  under  an  order  of  this  Court, 
the  like  rule  would  apply. 

It  appeared  to  me  that  this  was  not  only  a  novel  doctrine, 
but  one  which  would  be  attended  with  very  inconvenient 
consequencea  Information  obtained  in  one  suit  would  be 
protected  in  another.  In  a  tithe  suit,  for  instance,  by  a 
rector,  if  the  Plaintiff  obtained  evidence  which  established 
the  existence  of  a  modus,  he  might  be  protected  in  all 
subsequent  suits  from  producing  the  evidence  by  which 
such  modus  was  established.  Such  a  proposition  is  certainly 
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JvdffmenL 


not  covered  by  authority,  and  I  should  be  sorry  to  intro- 
duce a  rule  which  might  lead  to  so  much  inconvenience. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  rule  be  this,  that^  where  docu- 
ments have  been  produced  in  obedience  to  an  order  of  this 
Court,  the  Court  has  a  right  to  say  to  the  person  who  has 
obtained  their  production : — *  Those  documents  shall  never 
be  used  by  you  except  under  the  authority  of  the  Court,' 
the  course  of  proceeding  would  be  intelligible  and  safe,  and 
no  inconvenience  would  ensue  to  either  party.  With  such 
a  rule,  the  course  taken  by  the  Court  in  RiiJiardaan  v. 
Hastmga  is  perfectly  consistent 

So  the  case  stood  when  the  motion  first  came  before 
me.  The  Plaintiff  did  not  rely  upon  his  own  right  to 
have  the  document  protected  from  production,  but  only 
upon  that  of  Head,  And  as  Head  might  have  something 
to  say,  I  thought  he  ought  to  be  here. 

The  Plaintiff  has  now  filed  an  affidavit  by  which  he  dis- 
tinctly relies  upon  his  own  right ;  and  looking  to  the 
ground  upon  which  he  claims  to  have  that  rights  I  think 
he  is  entitled  to  have  the  document  protected. 


The  motion  therefore  will  be  refused 
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TALBOT  V,  KEMSHEAD.  Jan,  260. 

JjILL  to  establish  an  equitable  mortgage  of  lands,  which,  Praetic&^DU' 

in  1853,  the  Defendant  Walker  agreed  to  mortgage  to  the  ^      

Plaiatiffis,  and  for  an  account  and  payment  of  what  was  £S5y  mSTDe- 

due  to  the  Plaintiflfe  for  principal  and  interest,  or,  in  default,  fondants  to  a 

,  fuit  in  the  first 

for  a  sale  of  the  premises.  instance,  and 

afterwaI^ds 
nving  notice  to 

The  bill  averred  that  the  Defendants  Kemshead,  Robima,  ^^^  ^ 

'  '   they  do  not 

and  Roy  claimed  an  interest  in  the  premises  under  an  al-  claim  any  in- 
leged  conveyance  to  them  by  WaJJcer,   dated  1855,  but  entitled  to"* 
charged  that  tlie  Defendants  took  with  notice  of  the  agree-  ^twi^toid- 
ment  of  1853.  "*«  ^  ^^^^ 

was  given  be- 
fore patting  in 

After  the  filing  of  the  bill,  the  Defendants  Keinshead,  uo^^hey'' 
RoUns,  and  Roy  gave  notice  to  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitors,  ^^ffw  the^ 
thai  since  the  bill  was  filed.  Walker  had  revoked  the  con-  consent  to  have 

...  the  bill  dis- 

veyance  of  1855,  and  that  they  did  not  claim  any  interest  missed  against 
in  the  premises.     But  they  did  not  go  on  to  offer  to  have  ooS  up  to^he 

the  bill  dismissed  as  against  them  without  costs.  ^*f  <^^«^^^ 

°  notice. 

And  it  rests 
All  the  Defendants  having  put  in  their  answers,  and  the  ^?|?^^" 
cause  now  coming  on  to  be  heard,  a  question  arose,  whether  snch  consent, 
the  Defendants  Kemshead,  Robins,  and  Roy,  were  entitled  plaintiffs  to 
to  have  the  bill  dismissed  as  against  them  without  costa       **^  *** 


Mr.  Karalake,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  submitted  that  they  Argument. 
vere  not  They  had  an  intersst  when  the  bill  was  filed, 
and  up  to  that  time  they  had  never  disclaimed  ;  they  were, 
therefore,  properly  made  parties  to  the  suit ;  and  whether 
they  repudiated  that  interest  by  their  answer,  or  by  notice  be- 
fore putting  in  their  answer,  was  immaterial,  the  solo  question 
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being,  whether  they  were  properly  made  parties  in  the  first 
instance  :  Tipping  v.  Power  (a),  Appleby  v.  Duke  (6). 

Mr.  Rogers,  for  the  Defendants  Kemahead,  Robins,  and 
Roy,  contended,  that,  those  Defendants  having  given  notice 
to  the  Plaintiffs  before  putting  in  their  answer,  that  their 
interest  was  determined  and  that  they  claimed  no  interest; 
the  bill  should  be  dismissed  as  against  them  without  costs, 
or,  at  all  events,  without  costs  from  the  date  of  such  notice. 
That  would  be  a  fair  and  equitable  rule— 

The  Vicb-Chancellob. — If  you  went  on  to  say  you 
were  willing  to  be  dismissed  without  costs  up  to  the  date 
of  your  notice.  But  without  that,  I  do  not  see  how  the 
Plaintiffi  can  dismiss  you.  They  cannot  hand  in  a  brief  to 
the  registrar  without  your  consent 

Mr.  Rogers. — Had  they  asked  my  consent,  I  should 
have  given  it ;  but  it  lay  with  them  to  take  the  initiative. 
Having  omitted  to  do  so,  having  brought  the  cause  on  to 
a  hearing  against  parties  who,  they  well  knew,  had  no 
interest,  they  should  be  made  to  pay  the  costs  of  what  was 
equally  useless  to  them  and  vexatious  to  the  Defendants. 

Mr.  Southgate,  for  the  Defendant  WaUcer, 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 


Judgment.       ViCE-ChANCELLOE  SiR  W.   PAGB  WoOD  : 

As  to  the  costs  of  the  Defendants  Kemshead,  RoHtis,  and 
Roy,  it  stands  thus  on  the  authorities  cited,  in  which  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  case  of  the  Defendants  was  sub- 
stantially the  same  as  that  now  before  me :  where  a  Defen- 

(a)  1  Hare,  405,  408.     (b)  Id.  303;  S.  C,  on  appeal,  1  Phill.  272. 
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dant  merely  says  by  his  answer,  "  I  do  now  disclaim/'  not 
"  I  never  did  claim,"  which  is  the  true  form  of  a  disclaimer, 
but^  "Now,  after  bill  filed,  I  disclaim," — ^in  all  such  cases, 
the  Court  has  said,  that,  if  he  seeks  to  have  the  bill  dis- 
missed as  against  him,  he  must  bear  his  own  costa  And 
the  role  must  clearly  be  the  same  whether  he  says  that  by 
his  answer,  as  in  the  cases  cited,  or  as  here,  by  notice  given 
to  the  Plaintifis  after  bill  filed,  the  foundation  of  the  rule 
being  this,  that  where  a  person  was  properly  made  Defen- 
dant to  a  suit  in  the  first  instance,  by  reason  of  his  having 
an  interest  when  the  bill  was  filed,  there  it  is  not  enough 
for  him  to  say  he  does  not  now  claim,  unless  he  goes  on  to 
say  that  he  is  willing  to  have  the  bill  dismissed  against 
him  without  costs  up  to  that  time.  For,  how  otherwise 
can  the  Plaintifif  dismiss  him  without  bringing  the  cause 
on  to  a  hearing  ? 


1858. 


JudymenL 


Whether,  if  the  question  were  yet  undecided,  it  might 
not  he  reasonable  to  hold  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  ask  a 
Defendant^  upon  such  notice  being  given,  whether  he  will 
consent  to  the  bill  being  so  dismissed,  is  a  question  which, 
looking  to.  the  authorities  that  were  cited,  I  am  not  at 
liberty  to  consider.  According  to  those  authorities,  the 
Plaintiff  is  under  no  such  obligation,  and  I  am  bound  to 
follow  them. 


Thb  Defendants  Kemshead,  Robins^  toidRoy^  further  disclaiming  at 
^he  bar,  dismiss  the  bill  against  them,  without  costs. 


MimUe  of 
Order. 
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jan.2\H^        TALBOT  (EARL)  v.  HOPE  SCOTT  and  Others. 

22nd, 

Jwisdictiorh^    X  HE  bill,  filed  by  Eaxl  Talbot,  claiming  to  be  Earl  of 

j^^^^T^^t  Shewabury,  against  Mr.  Hope  ScoU,  Mr.  Serjeant  BeUaais, 

Watte^LUl    Lord  Edmund  Howard,  and  others,  stated,  that  by  an  Act  of 

ybr,  agamtt  -^ 

Party  mPosteS' 

rion— Plaintiff  claiming  under  TUXe  at  Law — Pending  Claim  to  Peerage^House  of  Lords— 
CommiUee  of  Prtvikgei-^uritdiction  of  at  to  Property, 

The  authorities  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  to  interfere  at  the  instance  of  parties 
claiming  real  property  under  a  legal  title,  hy  appointing  a  receiver  of  the  rents  and  profits, 
and  hy  iignnction  to  restrain  waste,  examined. 

They  establish  these  propodtions: — Ist,  In  the  absence  of  fraud,  and  where  there  is  no 
priyity  between  the  parties,  tins  Court  will  not  interfere,  at  the  instance  of  a  person  so  claiming, 
to  grant  a  receiver  against  parties  in  possession.  2nd.  Nor  will  it  interfere,  at  the  like 
instance,  to  restrain  waste,  except  malicious  or  destructive  waste,  e.  g.  by  pulling  down  the 
capital  messuage,  stripping  the  estate  of  its  timber,  or  other  like  acts,  which  no  owner  would  do, 
or  which  would  destroy  the  property  before  they  could  be  arrested  at  law.  8rd.  But  flagrant 
acts  of  this  exceptional  character  would  at  the  present  day  be  restrained,  and  that  before  judg- 
ment at  law,  and  notwithstanding  PlaLutifif  were  out  of  possession,  and  his  title  denied  on  oaSi 
by  Defendant. 

Therefore,  where  a  bill  alleged  that  Plaintiff  was  Earl  of  Shrewsbury,  and  entitled  as  such 
to  real  estates  inalienably  annexed  to  the  earldom  by  Act  of  Parliament,  his  title  as  to  part, 
called  the  settled  estates,  being  legal,  and  as  to  the  rest,  called  the  unsettled  estates,  being 
equitable;  that  his  claim  to  the  earldom  had  been  hoard  in  the  House  of  Lords  before  a  Com- 
mittee of  Privileges,  who  had  already  expressed  a  strong  opinion  (although  they  had  not 
actually  decided)  in  his  fovour;  that  Defendants,  claiming  under  a  will  of  the  late  Earl,  "  by 
favour  of  some  of  the  tenants,"*  had  entered  into  receipt  of  the  rents  of  the  settled  estates 
to  an  amount  exceeding  25,0CK)/.  a-year;  and  that  they  had  cut  down  considerable  quantities 
of  timber  on  the  estates  generally,  some  of  an  ornamental  character,  and  some  not  ripe  for 
cutting:  and  charged  that  many  of  the  tenants  of  the  settled  estates,  by  reason  of  the  con- 
flicting claims  to  the  earldom  had  reiiised  to  pay  their  rents  to  Plaintiff  or  Defendants, 
by  reason  whereof  rents  exceeding  5000/.  a-ycar  were  in  danger  of  being  lost;  and  pray- 
ed, that,  pending  Plaintiff's  proceedings  to  establish  his  claim  to  the  earldom,  and  his  pro- 
ceedings by  ejectment,  which  he  offered  to  bring  when  that  claim  was  established,  a  receiver 
might  be  appointed,  and  the  Defendants  restrained  from  cutting  timber  on  the  estate:  a 
demurrer  was  allowed  to  so  much  of  the  bill  as  sought  relief  in  respect  of  the  settled  estates; 
the  Court  being  of  opinion  that  the  amount  at  stake  did  not  affect  the  question,  that  the 
unpaid  rents  (50002.  per  annum)  need  not  be  lost,  (since,  if  an  action  were  brought,  they  would 
be  paid  either  to  Plaintiff  or  into  court  upon  interpleader),  and  that  the  waste  allied  was  not 
such  as  to  justify  interference. 

And  to  so  much  of  the  bill  as  sought  relief  in  respect  of  the  unsettled  estates,  a  plea  that 
Plaintiff  was  not  Earl  of  Shrewsbury,  was  allowed. 

Whether,  pending  his  claim  in  the  House  of  Lords,  Plaintiff  could  not  have  taken  proceeduigs 
at  law  to  recover  the  estates;  and  whether,  if  otherwise  entitled  here  to  summary  relief,  he 
ought  not  to  satisfy  the  Court  that  an  action  is  pending  between  him  and  Defendants,  which 
will  try  his  right — Quare. 

Dicta  of  Su"  A,  Hart,  in  Uoyd  v.  Lord  Trimleston  (2  Moll.  81),  as  to  the  effect  of  possession 
obtained  by  favour  of  the  tenants,  considered.  His  remark  that  such  possession  has  not  the 
quality  of  an  authorised  possession,  and  that  a  devisee  so  let  into  possession  does  not  acquire 
any  right,  was  meant  to  apply  to  some  case  of  fraudulent  or  forcible  possession  which  the  law 
will  not  authorise, — ^not  to  such  a  possession  as  would  put  the  heir  to  legal  process  for  the 
recovery  of  his  right. 
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Parliament,  intituled  "An  Act  for  annexing  the  late  Duke        1858. 
of  Shrewsburi^s  estate  to  the  Earldom  of  Shrewsburyy      ^TxLBm 
and  confirming  OUbert  Earl  of  Shreivabury'a  settlement  in        (^^^) 
order  thereto,  and  for  other  purposes  therein  mentioned/'    Hope  Scott. 
being  the  Act  6  Qeo.  I,  c.  xxix.,  certain  real  estates  were      suuement, 
limited  to  the  use  of  GHhert  Earl  of  Shrewsbury,  George 
Talbot,  and  John  Talbot  of  Longford,  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  first  and  other  sons  sucoessively  of  each 
of  them  successively  in  tail  male,  and  for  default  of  such 
issue  to  the  use  of  aU  and  every  person  or  persons  being 
ifisoe  male  of  the  body  of  John  first  Earl  of  Shrews- 
bury  (who  died  A.D.  1463),  to  whom  the   title,  honour, 
and  dignity  of  Earl  of  Shrewsbury  should,  after  the  de- 
cease of  the  said  OUbert,  George,  and  John  of  Longford,* 
without  issue  male  of  their  respective  bodies,  by  virtue  of 
the  letters  patent  of  the  creation  of  the  Earldom,  descend 
and  oome  severally  and  successively  one  after  another,  as 
they  and  every  of  them  shoidd  succeed  to  and  inherit  the 
said  Earldom,  and  of  the  several  and  respective  heirs  male 
of  the  body  and  bodies  of  all  and  every  such  person  and 
persons  issuing,  to  attend  and  wait  upon  the  said  Earldom, 
and  to  be  annexed  to  and  descend  with  the  same.    This  Act 
contained  clauses  prohibiting  alienation  of  any  of  the  pre- 
mises by  Gilbert,  George,  and  John  of  Longford,  or  the 
heiis  male  of  their  bodies,  and  declaring  every  such  alien- 
ation to  be  void,  but  with  a  proviso  that  such  of  them  as 
should  be  and  continue  Protestants  as  therein  mentioned, 
should  not  be  disabled  while  continuing  Protestants  from 
alienating  the  premises. 

The  bill  further  stated,  that,  by  Acts  43  Geo.  3,  c.  xL, 
and  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  xxviii.,  parts  of  the  estates  so  settled 
hy  the  Act  6  Geo.  1,  in  the  counties  of  Salop,  Berks, 
^^ts,  Oasford,  Chester,  Worcester,  and  Stafford,  were 
^^ested  in  trustees,  now  represented  by  the  Defendants,  Mr. 
S(ype  Scott  and  Mr.  Serjeant  Bettasis,  upon  trust,  to  sell  and 

VOL.  IV.  H 
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1858.  to  lay  out  the  moneys  to  arise  by  such  sale  in  the  purchase 
of  other  lands  and  hereditaments  to  be  settled  in  lieu  thereof 
to  the  same  uses,  and  subject  to  the  same  restrictions ;  and 
HopB  Scott,  that,  by  the  32nd  section  of  the  last  of  these  Acts  (6  &  7 
Vict  c.  xxviiL),  the  proviso  in  the  Act  6  Geo.  1,  in  reference 
to  alienation  by  such  of  the  persons  therein  mentioned  as 
should  be  and  continue  Protestants,  was  repealed. 

The  bill  stated  that  divers  of  the  lands  authorised  by 
the  Acts  43  Geo.  3,  and  6  &  7  Yict  to  be  sold,  were 
sold  and  conveyed  to  the  purchasers,  and  other  lands 
were  pim^hased  with  the  moneys  arising  from  such 
sales,  and  were  conveyed  and  settled  as  directed  by  those 
Acts. 

The  bill  then  averred,  that  OUbert  Earl  of  Shrewsburyp 
and  John  Talbot  of  Longford,  both  died  without  issue,  in 
1743 ;  that  Oeorge  Talbot  died  in  1733,  and  that  all  his  issue 
male  (twenty  persons  in  number),  was  now  spent;  the  last 
of  them  to  whom  the  Earldom  of  ShrewaburyhBA  descended, 
Bertrami  Arthur,  17th  Earl,  having  died  without  issue 
in  August  1856 ;  that  the  Earldom  of  Shrewsbury  was 
created  by  letters  patent,  dated  A.D.  1442,  in  the  person 
of  John  Baron  Talbot,  to  hold  the  same  to  him  and  the 
heirs  male  of  his  body  ;  and  that  on  the  death  of  Bertramfi 
Arthur,  the  17th  Earl,  the  Plaintiff  was  heir  male  of  John 
Baron  TaJl)ot;  and  the  bill  then  proceeded  to  trace  the 
Plaintiff's  heirship  through  eighty-six  persons,  averring  all 
the  facts  necessary  to  establish  it  through  evexy  link  of  the 
alleged  pedigree. 

The  bill  charged  that  the  Plaintiff,  as  the  heir  male  of 
John  first  Earl  of  Shrewabv/ry,  was  entitled  to  succeed  to 
the  title,  dignity,  and  peerage  of  Earl  of  Shrewsbury  ;  and 
then  proceeded  to  state,  that»  on  the  20th  of  February, 
1857,  he  had  presented  a  petition  to  her  Majesty,  praying 
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that  the  same  might  be  declared  and  adjudged  to  belong  to 
him,  and  for  a  writ  of  summons  to  Parliament  accordingly; 
that  such  petition,  with  the  report  of  the  Attorney-General 
thereon,  had  been  referred  to  the  House  of  Peers  on  the 
9th  of  May,   1857;    and  the  House  of  Peers,  on  the 
11th  of  May,  1857.  had  referred  the  same  to  a  Committee 
of  Privileges  to  consider  and   report  thereon ;   that   the 
Committee  of  Privil^^s  met  on  the  13th  of  July,  and  con- 
tinued to  sit  at  intervals  till  the  14th  of  August,  1857; 
and  in  the  course  of  such  sitting  counsel  were  heard  in 
support  of  the  Plaintiff's  claim,  and  in  opposition  thereto 
on  the  part  of  the  Duke  of  Norfolk,  acting  as  guardian  to 
his  infant  son  the  Defendant  Lord  Edmund  Howard,  in 
whose  fsivour  the  late  Earl  of  Shrewsbury  had  devised  or 
attempted  to  devise  the  estates  annexed  to  the  title  by  the 
Act  6  Qeo.  1,  the  Defendants  Mr.  Hope  Scott  and  Mr.  Ser- 
jeant BeUaais  being  the  devisees  in  trust  for  Lord  Edmund 
Howard; — ^that  the  Attomey-Qeneral  appeared  on  behalf 
of  the  Crown,  and  counsel  were  also  heard  on  behalf  of  the 
Defendants,  Princess  Doria  Pa/mphUi  and  the  Duchess  of 
Sora,  a  daughter  and  granddaughter  of  John  late  Earl  of 
Shrewsbury,  against  the  claim  of  the  Plaintiff;  that  the 
counsel  who  appeared  for  the  Duke  of  Norfolk,  as  guardian 
for  his  inSsmt  son,  urged  as  an  argument  in  support  of  his 
right  to  appear  in  opposition  to  the  Plaintiff's  claim  to  the 
Earldom,  that  the  decision  of  the  Committee  on  such  claim 
would  also  decide  the  right  to  the  estates  annexed  to  the 
Earldom  by  the  Act ;  and  the  Duke  was  on  that  ground 
allowed  to  appear  by  counsel  for  his  infant  son  in  oppo- 
sition thereto.     The  bill  then   contained  statements    to 
the  effect,  that^  in  the  course  of  the  proceedings  before  the 
Committee  of  Privileges,  it  appeared  that  there  were  only 
three  links  in  the  pedigree  which  it  became  necessary  for  the 
Plaintiff  to  prove  in  order  to  establish  his  claim ;  and  that, 
upon  two  of  them,  the  Lord  Chancellor  had  expressed  an 
opinion  in  his  £avour;  and  that  after  hearing  the  Attorney- 
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Qeneral  on  the  whole  case,  the  committee  had  adjourned, 
on  the  14th  of  August,  1857,  to  consider  the  evidence :  and 
the  case  now  stood  adjourned  accordingly. 

The  bill  then  charged,  that,  by  virtue  of  the  Acts  of 
Parliament  above  mentioned,  the  PlaintifF  became,  on  the 
death  of  the  late  Earl,  and  was  now,  entitled  as  tenant 
in  tail  in  possession  to  the  settled  estates,  as  inseparably 
annexed  by  those  Acts  to  the  Earldom,  including  therein 
the  hereditaments  settled  by  the  Act  6  Geo.  1,  excepting 
such  hereditaments  as  by  the  43  Qeo.  3,  and  6  &  7  Vict, 
were  vested  in  trustees,  but  including  therein  all  heredita- 
ments purchased  pursuant  to  the  two  last-mentioned  Acts ; 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  also  entitled  to  the  rents,  issues^ 
and  profits  of  the  hereditaments,  which,  by  the  two  last- 
mentioned  Acts,  were  vested  in  trustees  for  sale,  but  which 
had  not  been  yet  sold:  but  that,  in  the  years  1855  and 
1856,  the  late  Earl  had  executed  two  deeds  purporting  to 
disentail  all  the  property  in  question,  and  subsequently  by 
his  will  had  purported  to  devise  the  same  to  the  Defendants, 
Mr.  Hope  Scott  and  Mr.  Serjeant  BeUasia,  for  the  term  of 
1000  years,  and  subject  thereto  to  uses  in  strict  settlement ; 
under  which  Lord  Echnv/nd  was  first  tenant  for  hfe,  with 
remainders  over ;  and  the  trustees  were  thereby  empowered, 
during  the  minority  of  any  person  entitled  in  possession  to 
the  premises,  to  continue  in  possession  of  the  premises, 
and  in  the  management  thereof,  and  out  of  the  rents  to 
pay  the  expenses  of  management,  and  provide  for  the 
maintenance  and  education  of  such  minor,  and  to  invest 
the  residue  for  his  benefit. 


The  bill  then  stated,  that,  upon  the  death  of  the  late 
Earl,  the  Plaintiff  was  abroad,  residing  in  Italy,  and  the 
Defendants  Hope  Scott  and  Bellaaia,  by  favour  of  some 
of  the  tenants  of  the  settled  estates,  entered  into  the  re- 
ceipts of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  greater  part  of  the 
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settled  estates,   and  they  notified  to  all  the  tenants  of        i858. 

all  the  settled  estates  that  they  were  entitled  to  receive      "taiIot 

all  the  rents  of  all  the  settled  estates;  and  the  Plain-        (^^0 

tiff  by  his  agent  notified  to  all  the  tenants  that  he  was    Hope  Sgott. 

entitled  to  receive  all  the  rents  of  all  the  settled  estates;     statement, 

but  the  Plaintiff  was  not  and  had  not  been  in  possession  of 

any  of  the  rents  of  the  estates  or  any  part  thereof,  none  of 

the  tenants  having  consented  to  acknowledge  the  title  of 

the  Plaintiff  or  to  pay  him  rent ;  that,  by  reason  of  such 

entiy  and  claim  by  the  last-named  Defendants,  the  Plaintiff 

had  been  prevented  from  receiving  the  rents  of  the  settled 

estates;  and  the  same  Defendants  had  received  a  large 

portion  thereof;  and  they  were  in  receipt  of  rents  amounting 

to  upwards  of  25,000Z.  per  annum,  and  had  actually  received 

rents  to  more  than  that  amount     The  annual  rent  of  the 

settled  estates  was  averred    by  the  bill  to  amount  to 

35,0002.  and  upwards. 

The  bill  also  charged,  that  many  of  the  tenants  of  divers 
parts  of  the  settled  estates  had,  by  reason  of  the  conflicting 
claims  to  the  Earldom,  refused  to  pay  their  rents  to  either 
the  Plaintiff  or  the  Defendants,  and  by  reason  thereof  rents 
to  a  large  amount,  and  exceeding  50002.  per  annum,  were 
in  jeopardy  and  in  danger  of  being  lost ;  and  that  some  of 
the  tenants  who  so  refused  to  pay  their  rents  were  very 
poor. 

It  also  charged,  that  the  same  Defendants  had  cut  down 
considerable  quantities  of  timber  on  the  estates,  and  that 
some  of  it  was  of  an  ornamental  character,  and  some  of  it 
was  not  ripe  for  cutting,  and  they  had  sold  the  same,  and 
received  the  proceeds  thereof;  and  they  threatened  and 
intended  to  cut  more  timber  growing  on  the  estates,  to  the 
great  injury  and  detriment  thereof;  and  they  were  then 
cutting  down  timber  growing  on  part  of  the  settled  estates 
at  Alton,  in  the  county  of  Stafford. 
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1858.  The  bill  concluded  with  charging,  that  the  late  Earl  had 

^^f^^^^     died  during  the  recess  of  Parliament,  which  did  not  meet 
(Earl)        till  the  3rd  of  February,  1857,  immediately  after  which 
Hope  Scott,  the  Plaintiff  had  presented  his  petition  to  the  Queen ;  and, 
Statement      ^^er  sinco  the  reference  to  the  Committee  of  Privileges, 
the  Plaintiff  had  been  diligent  in  laying  before  the  Com- 
mittee the  evidence  of  his  claim;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
willing  to  undertake  to  use  all  diligence  in  prosecuting  his 
claim  before  the  Committee,  and,  on  his  claim  to  the  Earl- 
dom being  established,  to  proceed  forthwith  by  ejectment  to 
recover  possession  of  the  settled  estatea 

The  bill  prayed,  that,  pending  the  Plaintiff's  proceedings 
to  establish  his  claim  to  the  Earldom,  and  his  proceeding 
by  ejectment,  some  proper  person  might  be  appointed  to 
receive  the  rents  and  profits  accrued  due  since  the  decease 
of  the  late  Earl,   or  thereafter  to  accrue  due  in  respect 
of  the  estates  settled  by  the  Act  6  Geo.  1,  and  of  the 
estates  added  or  to  be   added  thereto  pursuant    to  the 
Acts   43   Qeo.  3  and  6  &  7  Vict,  except  such  parts  as 
had  been  sold  pursuant  to  the  two  last-mentioned  Acts; 
that  the  deeds  and  documents  might  be  secured  pending 
the  suit;  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  rents 
and  profits  received  by  the  Defendants  Hope  Scott  and 
BeUdsis,  or  either  of  them ;  and  that  the  same  might  be 
ordered  to  be  paid  into  court,  to  be  there  secured  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Plaintiff  or  the  person  or  persons  who  should 
be  found  entitled  to  the  same  ;  that  an  account  might  be 
taken  of  the  timber  cut  down  by  the  Defendants  and  of  the 
proceeds  thereof;  and  that  the  same  might  be  ordered  to  be 
paid  into  court  to  be  secured  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiff 
or  the  person  or  persons  who  should  be  found  to  be  entitled 
to  the  same ;  and  that,  pending  the  proceedings  aforesaid, 
the  Defendants  might  be  restrained  by  injunction  from 
cutting  any  timber  or  trees  being  or  growing  on  the  pre- 
mises, and  from  committing  any  waste  thereon,  and  from 
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lecetving  any  of  the  rents,  and  from  interfering  with  any  of        1858. 
the  tenants  of  the  same  hereditamenta  ^^luoT 

(Earl) 

V. 

To  80  much  of  the  bill  as  sought  relief  in  respect  of  the   Hops  scott. 
aettled  estates,  the  Defendant  Hope  Scott  demurred ;  to  the     stiUeiMnL 
rest  of  the  hill  he  pleaded  that  the  Phiintiff  was  not  Earl  of 
Shrewsbury. 

The  Defendant  BeUasia  put  in  a  similar  plea  to  the 
whole  of  the  bill 


Each  of  these  Defendants  put  in  a  voluntary  answer  in 
support  of  his  plea,  traversing  such  averments  m  the  bill  in 
support  of  the  Plaintiff's  pedigree  as  he  believed  to  be 
nnfoonded. 


Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  Mr.  Caime,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  C.  Hall,     ArgmnmL 
for  the  Defendants  Mr.  Hope  Scott  and  Mr.   Serjeant 
Beliasia,  in  support  of  the  demurrer  and  plea : — 

As  r^ards  the  settled  estates,  the  demurrers  must  be 
allowed.  The  Plaintiff  claims  those  estates  under  a  purely 
legal  title,  which  he  has  not  yet  established,  or  brought  any 
action  to  establish,  at  law ;  and  so  claiming  he  asks  this 
relief  against  persons  in  possession  peaceably  and  without 
fraud.  But  it  is  a  wellnsettled  rule^  that  in  the  absence  of 
fraud  and  collusion,  and  where  there  is  no  imminent  danger 
of  loss,  this  Court  will  never  interfere  between  parties  so 
situated,  even  to  prevent  waste,  Davenport  v.  Daven- 
port (a),  much  less  to  grant  a  receiver  of  the  rents  and 
profits:  LloydY.Pasamgh4Jum,(]b),Arrnitagev.  Wad8Worth(c), 
Crow  V.  Tyrrell  (d),  Lady  Shaftesbury  v.  Arrowemith  (e) ; 
which  show  the  extreme  length  to  which  the  Court  carries 

(a)  7  Hare,  217.  (b)  16  Ves.  59.  (c)  1  Mad.  189. 

(rf)  3  Id.  179.  (e)  4  Ves.  66. 
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1858.        tbe  principle  of  non-interferenoe  in  the  case  of  real  pro- 

(Earl) 
t?. 

HoPB  Scott.  This  rule,  well  established  by  the  earlier  and  not  disputed 
Argumetu.  by  the  later  decisions,  and  recognised  as  indisputable  as 
recently  as  the  Beport  of  the  Chancery  Commissioners,  is 
founded  upon  principle.  The  Court  will  not  assume  juris- 
diction where  it  cannot  protect  those  who  shall  act  in 
obedience  to  its  decree.  Tenants,  after  paying  rent  to  a 
receiver  appointed  by  this  Court  on  peril  of  being  com- 
mitted for  contempt,  would  still  be  exposed  to  actions  by 
other  claimants  from  which  this  Court  could  not  protect 
them.  Suppose  a  third  claimant  were  to  establish  his  Utle, 
he  would  not  be  bound  by  the  order  for  a  receiver,  the 
direction  as  to  poundage,  or  the  like.  He  might  repudiate 
all  that  had  been  done,  and  bring  his  action  against  the 
tenants  as  if  no  decree  had  been  mada 

It  will  be  said  that  the  Plaintiff  cannot  proceed  at  law, 
imtil  he  has  established  his  title  in  the  House  of  Lords. 
But  that  we  deny.  The  right  of  inheritance  of  a  peer  is 
not  determinable  by  the  Lords,  but  by  a  court  of  law :  The 
King  v.  The  Earl  of  Bambui^  (a).  All  that  the  House  of 
Lords  has  to  consider,  is  whether  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
the  Earldom.  That  may  be  referred  to  another  Committee 
of  Privileges,  mo^  remain  undecided  for  years,  pending 
which  it  is  impossible  to  suppose  that  the  Plaintiff  is  pre- 
pluded  from  trying  his  right  to  the  property  at  law. 

Then  the  rest  of  the  bill  is  met  by  the  plea  The  rest  of 
the  bill  relates  to  such  of  the  estates  as  the  Plaintiff  alleges 
to  be  vested  in  the  Defendants  as  trustees  for  his  benefit^ 
and  which  may  be  called,  for  distinction,  the  unsettled 
estatea  To  these  the  Plaintiff  says  he  is  entitled  as  Earl 
of  Shrewsbury;  and  to  so  much  of  the  bill  as  relates  to 

(a)  Skin.  517. 
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these  unsettled  estates,  the  Defendants  plead  that  he  is  not        1858. 
Earl  of  Shrewsbury;  and  by  their  answers  they  aver  the      r^Lwt 
points  in  which  his  pedigree  is  defectiva  (^^0 

HoPB  Scott. 

Mr.  JBoft,  Q.  C,  aad  Mr.  Shapter,  Q.  G,  for  the  Plaintiff:     Ar^i^ 

The  Defendants  assume  that  the  equity  of  the  bill  de* 
p^ds  upon  the  Plaintiff  being  Earl  of  Shrewsbury;  but  the 
equity  of  the  bill  is  this,  that,  whether  the  property  be  real 
or  peiBonal,  if  the  dispute  be  bon&  fide,  if  the  Plaintiff  have 
a  reasonable  case,  if  Defendants  have  not  a  better, — a 
fortiori,  where  they  admit  they  have  no  title, — ^if  there  be 
danger  of  loss  while  the  litigation  is  going  on,  and  if  that 
litigation  must  go  on  in  another  Court,  this  Court  is  not  so 
infirm  as  to  be  obliged  to  refuse  relief:  Mardawnt  v. 
Hooper  (a).  The  Sari  of  Fingal  v.  Blake  {b\  Lloyd  v. 
Lord  TrvnUeston  (c),  Baivbrigge  v.  Badddey  (cQ,  and 
Middlebon  v.  Sherborne,  there  cited.  Here  all  these  cir- 
cumstances concur:  danger  of  loss,  and  irremediable  injury 
to  the  persons  ultimately  entitled, — ^the  rents  being  35,0002. 
a-year,  60002L  of  which  are  payable  by  tenants  who  have 
attorned  to  no  one ;  the  Plaintiff's  title,  supported  by  an 
overwhelming  balance  of  evidence,  and  all  but  adjudged  by 
the  House  of  Lords  to  be  established ;  and  the  Defendants 
admitted  upon  this  demurrer  to  have  no  title.  The  Plaintiff, 
therefore,  is  entitled  to  a  receiver,  and  still  more  clearly  to 
an  injunctioxL 

The  Yice-Chancellob. — ^You  say  the  Defendants  have 
no  title;  but  they  have  possession,  and  in  real  estate  pos- 
session is  prim&  &cie  evidence  of  titla 


Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C. — They  have  possession  merely  "  by  fa- 
vour of  the  tenants. '^    Possession  so  acquired  has  not  the 

(a)  1  Amb.  311.  (6)  2  Moll.  50.  (c)  Id.  81. 

(rf)  13  Beav.  355;  S,C,,  3  M*N.  &  Gor.413. 
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1858.        quality  of  an  authorised  posseesion;  the  Court  looks  at  the 

^^i]^^^^     quality  of  the  possession,  and  will  not  leave  the  question 

(Earl)       at  the  caprice  of  the  tenants :  "  To  hold  that  a  derisee  let 

Hope  Soott.  into  possession  by  favour  of  the  tenants  acquires  any  right, 

would  be  to  adjudge  the  possession  according  to  the  will 

and  pleasure  of  mere  casual  persons  who  happened  to  be 

the  occupying  tenants  at  the  death  of  the  testator:"    Per 

^iiAMaHM  Lloyd '^.  Lord  Trvndeston.   The  Defendants' 

argument  would  have  been  equally  good  in  the  mouth  of  the 

tenants,  yet  the  Court  would  have  allowed  any  number 

of  interpleader  suits  by  the  latter,  and  ordered  payment  in 

each  case  into  court     If  so,  why  not  allow  this,  which  is  a 

consolidation  of  all  future  suits  of  that  nature  ? 

With  respect  to  the  authorities  cited  contra,  and  others 
that  might  have  been  cited,  it  is  clear  that,  as  regards  the 
practice  both  as  to  granting  a  receiver  and  on  the  question 
of  waste,  they  are  conflicting,  and  the  earlier  cases  would 
not  now  be  upheld.  We  rely  on  the  authority  of  Sir  A. 
Hart  in  The  Earl  of  Fimgal  v.  Blake  (a),  and  Lloyd  v.  Lord 
Trvwleston  (b),  and  upon  that  of  Lord  Larigdale  and  Lord 
Truro  in  Bainbrigge  v.  Badddey  (c).  At  the  present  day 
the  Court  will  not  recognise  a  distinction  between  real  and 
personal  property,  admitted  on  all  hands  to  be  so  unreason- 
able :  Jonea  v.  Jones  {d),  Haigh  v.  Jagga/r  (e).  In  Daven-- 
port  V.  Davenport  (/),  the  only  recent  authority  cited 
against  interference  to  prevent  waste,  nothing  could  be 
weaker  than  the  case  of  the  Plaintiff  who  had  been  nine- 
teen years  out  of  possession. 

The  Vicb-Chancellor, — ^One  point  suggested  by  Jonss 
V.  Jones  is,  whether  you  ought  not  to  have  brought  eject- 
ment before  filing  this  bill 

(a)  2  Moll.  50.    (b)  Id.  81 .    (c)  1 3  Beav.  S65 ;  S.  C,  3  M'N  &  6. 413. 
id)  3  Mer.  173.         (e)  2  Coll  235.  (/)  7  Hare,  217. 
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Mr.  RoU,  Q.C. — ^Not  until  we  have  succeeded  in  the 
House  of  Lords.  The  decision  of  that  House  will  he  con- 
clusiye  at  law,  whereas  no  decision  at  law  would  avail  the 


1858. 


Taukxt 
(EmtI) 

Plaintiff  before  the  House  of  Lorda     In  The  Earl  of  Bamr   Hops  Soott. 
hiTifs  ease  (a)  there  was  no  commission  from  the  Crown,     Aiymnem, 
snd  all  that  was  there  decided  was,  that  without  such  a 
commission  the  House  has  no  jurisdiction.    But  when  such 
a  conmiission  has  once  issued,  no  other  Court  has  jurisdic- 
tion: Sari  of  Stroithmore  ▼.  Courvless  of  StraOvfMyre  (6). 

Then  as  to  the  plea:  the  plea  merely  denies  what  the  bill 
ayers  to  be  denied;  and  it  is  precisely  on  the  ground  of  that 
denial, — on  the  ground  of  there  being  that  dispute  existing 
between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendants,  that  the  Plain- 
tiff rests  his  casa  Pending  that  dispute,  which  can  only  be 
settled  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  which  the  Plaintiff  has 
done  his  utmost  to  get  decided,  he  is  entitied  to  the  relief 
prayed. 

The  plea,  therefore,  as  well  as  the  demurrer,  must  be 
overruled. 


[They  cited  also  Dean  v.  AUea  (c),  and,  as  to  the  aver- 
Bftoit  of  pedigree,  Ford  v.  Peering  (d)]. 

Mr.  Widcena,  for  the  Prince  and  Princess  Doria  Pa/m- 
pkUi  and  the  Duke  and  Duchess  of  Sora^  took  no  part  in 
tb<  argament 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 


Vicb-Chancbllor  Shi  W.  Page  Wood  : — 
This  demurrer  and  plea  must  be  allowed. 

(a)  Skin.  517.    (ft)2  Ja€.&W.541.    (c)20Beav.l.   (<0  1  Ves.  jun.  72. 
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I  have  not  examined  all  the  cases  wliich  were  cited  yes- 

Thx^     terday,  but  I  have  referred  to  one  which  is  a  most  valuable 

(Earl)        repertory  of  all  the  authorities  on  the  subject    That  is  the 

HopB  Scott,  case  of  Haigh  v.  Juggar  (a),  in  which  Lord  Justice  Knight 

Judgment,     Bruoe,  whcu  Yice-Chancellor,  expressed  a  strong  opinion 

that  the  aim  of  this  Court  is  long  enough  to  reach  cleax 

cases  of  destructive  waste,  even  where  the  party  committing^ 

such  waste  is  in  possession,  and  the  party  seeking  to  restrain 

the  acts  of  waste  is  out  of  possession  and  his  title  is  denied 

by  the  Defendant     That  I  conceive  to  be  the  conclusion  to 

which  the  authorities  lead,  though  there  has  been  some 

difficulty  in  arriving  at  such  a  conclusion,  and  it  has  only 

been  arrived  at  by  degrees,  and  it  was  necessary,  in  order 

to  establish  it,  to  hold  that  several  of  the  earlier  caaes 

would  not  now  be  decided  as  they  actually  were. 


That  was  clearly  the  result  of  the  authorities  referred  to 
in  the  case  of  Haigh  v.  Jaggar,  and  there  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  says :  **  I  am  not  convinced  that  where  a  man  is  in 
possession,  however  full  and  complete,  of  an  estate  by  a 
title  simply  and  merely  adverse  to  that  of  another  by  whom 
the  estate  is,  whether  at  law  or  in  equity,  claimed  against 
him,  without  any  privity  between  them,  such  a  state  of 
things,  if  the  party  in  possession  by  his  answer,  whether 
truly  or  untruly,  swears  his  title  to  be  just  and  valid,  or 
that  of  hiB  adversary  to  be  unjust  aud  invalid,  does  of  neces- 
sity prevent  a  Court  of  equity  firom  interfering  (before  any 
judgment  at  law  or  decree  in  equity)  to  restrain  the  party 
in  possession  fix)m  stripping  the  estate  of  its  timber,  pulling 
down  the  mansion  house  upon  it,  or  other  such  acts  "  (b). 
He  then  proceeds  to  say  that  one  of  the  most  remarkable 
cases  was  that  of  Smith  v.  CoUyer  (c),  before  Lord  Eldon, 
as  to  which  he  makes  the  observation,  that  he  is  not  perfectly 
satisfied,  that,  in  the  same  circumstances  as  occurred  there, 
the  Court  would  not  now  grant  an  injimction,    adding, 

(a)  2  Coll.  231.  (b)  Id.  235.  (c)  8  Ves.89. 
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"  The  Flaiiitifi&  seem  there  to  have  been  in  posseesion,  sub-  isss. 

stantially,  and  infents."   Then  he  proceeds  to  enumerate  the  ^^f^    ' 

authorities ;  and  to  those  authorities  I  have  been  indebted,  (Karl) 

to  a  great  extent,  in  forming  my  opinion  upon  the  subject  hope  S(  orr. 


As  regards  the  demurrer,  it  relates  solely  to  the  settled 
estatea  The  settled  estates  are  estates,  which,  by  an  Act 
passed  in  the  reign  of  Qeorge  the  First,  are  now  the  pro- 
perty of  such  person,  if  any  such  there  be,  who  shall  eventu- 
ally establish  that  he  is  Earl  of  Shrewsbury,  and  in  lineal 
descent  from  the  first  EarL  The  Plaintiff  avers  by  his 
bill,  that  he  is  that  persoa  At  the  same  time,  he  states 
that  his  title  is  in  question ;  that  proceedings  have  been 
taken  to  establish  it  before  the  House  of  Lords ;  and  that 
he  has  very  nearly  arrived  at  a  satisfisM^tory  establishment 
of  his  title,  there  being  only  three  points  which  appear  to 
be  in  any  way  hostile  to  the  conclusion  at  which  he  has 
sought  to  persuade  the  House  to  arrive ;  and  with  regard  to 
two  of  those  points,  he  avers,  that  some  members  of  that 
august  body  have  expressed  an  opinion  in  Ids  &vour. 

In  that  state  of  things,  he  says,  I  find  two  of  the 
Defendants,  Mr.  Hope  Scott  and  Mr.  Serjeant  Bdlasia, 
in  possession  of  my  property  under  the  following  circum- 
stances: Notwithstanding  an  Act  expressly  prohibiting 
any  alienation  by  the  several  persons  who  shall  come  into 
possession  of  the  property  as  there  mentioned,  including  the 
last  Earl  (the  Act  contained  an  exception  in  favour  of 
alienation  by  any  Protestant  Earl,  but  that  exception  was 
repealed  by  a  subsequent  Act  of  the  Queen),  the  last 
Earl  took  upon  himself  to  execute  certain  instnunents  pur- 
porting to  be  disentailing  deeds,  and  a  will  purporting  to 
devise  the  property, to  the  Defendants;  and  immediately 
upon  his  decease  the  Defendants,  on  behalf  of  themselves 
s^nd  Lord  Edmund  HovxJi/rd,  who  claims  to  be  interested 
under  the  will,  claimed,  and  they  still    claim,  to  be  en- 
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titled  to  all  the  said  settled  estates  or  moneys,  by  virtue  of 
the  two  deeds  that  were  so  executed  by  the  la^t  Ear! 

The  bill  states,  that  the  Defendants  Mr.  Hope  Scott  and 
Mr.  Serjeant  Bellaaia  rest  their  claim  upon  that  ground ; 
but  in  another  passage  of  the  bill,  I  find  it  stated,  that 
their  cestui  que  trust  Lord  Edrmrnd  Howard  claimed,  and 
his  counsel  rested  his  claim  to  be  heard  upon  the  question 
of  the  peerage  before  the  House  of  Lords,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  question  as  to  the  peerage  would  in  effect  decide 
the  question  as  to  the  property.     Upon  that  footing  he 
presented  himself  before  the  House  of  Lords ;  and  upon 
that  footing,  as  the  bill  avers,  he  was  allowed  to  appear 
before  that  House.     Whether  that  averment  be  correct,  is 
disputed ;  but,  of  course,  I  must  take  it  to  be  so  on  de- 
murrer; and  according  to  that  averment,  there  is,  at  all 
events,  a  colour  of  claim  in  Lord  Edmund,  and  I  cannot 
look  upon  his  claim  as  a  groundless  assertion  of  title  by  a 
total  stranger. 

Then  the  bill  states,  that,  upon  the  death  of  the  late 
Earl,  the  Defendants  Mr.  Hope  Scott  and  Mr.  Serjeant 
Bellaaia,  professing  to  act  as  trustees  under  his  will,  by 
favour  of  some  of  the  tenants  of  the  settled  estates  entered 
into  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  greater  part 
of  the  settled  estates ;  and  they  notified  to  all  the  tenants 
of  all  the  settled  estates,  that  they  were  entitled  to  receive 
all  the  rents  of  the  settled  estates.  I  notice  this,  because 
it  may  be  important  to  do  so.  The  bill  does  not  state 
that  they  entered  into  territorial  occupation  of  these  lands 
by  favour  of  the  tenants,  but  it  simply  states  that  they 
entered  into  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  (no  doubt 
by  the  favour  of  the  tenants,)  of  all  the  settled  estates. 

I  ought  perhaps  now  to  mention,  that  this  is  not  a 
general  charge  as  to  the  whole  property.     There  is  a  fur- 
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tber  and  different  part  of  the  bill,  to   which  the  plea        i858. 
applies.    There  are  certain  other  estates  which,  as  the  bill      "talbot 
aTers,  are  vested  in  the  same  two  Defendants,  upon  trust        (Earl) 
for  whoever  may  eventually  be  held  to  be  entitled  to  the    Hope  Scott. 
Earldom,  such  estates  being  in  a  different  position  from      judgmeiu, 
the  settled  estates,  in  which  the  legal  interest  solely  is  in 
question.    To  that  portion  of  the  bill  a  plea  is  put  in,  that 
the  Plaintiff  is  not  the  Earl  of  Shrewsbury,  and  is  not  a 
descendant  of  the  fixst  EarL    The  charge,  therefore,  as  to 
entering  into  possession  of  the  rents  is  confined  apparently 
to  the  settled  estates. 

Then  the  chaxge  as  to  timber  avers  generally,  "that  the 
last-named  Defendants  have  cut  down  considerable  quan- 
tities of  timber  on  the  said  estates,  and  some  of  it  is  of  an 
ornamental  character'^ — (not  allying  that  it  is  timber  that 
was  planted  or  left  standing  for  ornament — ^not  leading, 
therefore,  to  any  conclusion  that  the  Defendants  have 
committed  equitable  waste),  "and  some  of  it  was  not  ripe 
for  cutting ;  and  they  have  sold  the  same  and  received  the 
proceeds  thereof;  and  they  threaten,  and  intend,  to  cut 
more  timber  growing  on  the  said  estates,  to  the  great 
injury  and  detriment  thereof:  and  they  are  now  cutting 
down  timber  growing  on  part  of  the  said  settled  estates  at 
Alton,  in  the  county  of  Stafford." 

Then  the  bill  prays     [His  Honour  read  the  prayer  (a).] 

With  regard  to  the  first  part  of  the  relief  prayed  by  the 
bill,  namely  the  receiver,  which  is  really  the  substantial 
part  of  the  case,  I  apprehend,  that,  as  to  the  settled  estates, 
it  is  too  clear  for  any  contention  at  the  present  day,  that 
Uus  Court  will  not  interfere  at  the  instance  of  a  person 
alleging  a  merely  l^al  title  in  himself  against  other 
persons  in  possession  of  the  estates,  to  grant  a  receiver  and 
(a)  Supra,  p.  102. 
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1858. 

Talbot 
(Earl) 

V, 

Hops  Scott. 
JvdgmmL 


put  them  out  of  possession.  In  Lord  Fvngal  v.  Blake  (a), 
and  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Lloyd  v.  Lord  TrvmZestonQi), 
there  are  some  observations  of  Sir.  A.  Hart,  which  seem  to 
have  a  leaning  in  fSsivour  of  such  interference,  and  to  which 
I  shall  refer  presently ;  but  there  is  no  decision  which  in 
the  least  bears  out  the  proposition  that  the  Court  will 
interfere  under  such  circumstances ;  for  it  is  manifest,  that^ 
in  the  first  of  these  cases,  the  receiver  was  granted  by 
consent  That  there  may  be  a  possible  case  in  which  this 
Court  would  interfere  to  prevent  absolute  destructive  waste, 
where  the  value  of  the  property  would  be  destroyed  if 
no  steps  were  taken,  I  can  understand ;  but  I  have  found 
nothing  that  bears  any  resemblance  to  the  doctrine  con- 
tended for,  that,  at  the  instance  of  a  person  alleging  a  mere 
l^al  title,  this  Court  will  interfere  against  another  who  is 
in  possession,  to  deprive  him  of  that  possession.  I  have 
known,  and  everybody  must  have  known,  numerous  in- 
stances where  ejectment  has  been  brought  for  very  valuable 
property  upon  a  merely  legal  title ;  yet  I  think  I  may  say, 
that  for  the  last  twenty  years,  if  not  for  longer,  no  one  has 
ever  dreamt  of  approaching  this  Court,  however  heavy  the 
litigation  between  the  parties,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
a  receiver,  until  he  had  established  his  right  at  law  to 
possession  of  the  estates. 


The  ground  of  the  rule  adopted  by  the  Court  in  this 
respect  I  conceive  to  be  extremely  sound:  the  general 
ground  being,  that  the  Court  cannot  interfere  with  a  legal 
title  of  any  description  unless  there  be  some  equity  by  which 
it  can  affect  the  conscience  of  the  Defendant  Where  there 
is  an  entire  want  of  privity  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the 
Defendant,  and  the  Defendant  is  simply  a  wrongdoer  at 
law,  this  Court  does  not  take  upon  itself  to  interpose,  unless 
in  certain  very  exceptional  cases. 


{a)  2  Moll.  78. 


(5)  Id.  81. 
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One  such  exceptional  case  is  that  of  destructive  trespass        1858. 
against  property  of  which  another  is  in  possession;  a  mere      talbot 
trespasser  comes  upon  property  as  to  which  he  recognises       ^^^^^ 
jowr  right  to  possession,  and  invades  that  property  either   Hope  Scott. 
by  mining  or  by  cutting  down  timber  without  a  colour  or      judgment, 
shadow  or  pretence  of  title,  and  the  property  may  be  de- 
stroyed before  you  can  arrest  his  proceedings  at  law.     But 
even  that  was  not  recognised  as  a  case  for  the  interference 
of  the  Court  untU  after  a  considerable  struggle  in  the  mind  of 
Lord  Thurlow,  who»  I  believe,  is  to  be  considered  as  having 
established  the  doctrine  that  in  such  a  case  the  action  of 
the  Court  may  be  safely  invoked,  nor  until  he  himself  had 
several  times  refused  to  act  under  such  circumstancea 

Subject  to  these  exceptional  cases,  the  rule  is  as  I  have 
stated.  As  regards  the  enjoyment  of  the  ordinary  rents 
and  profits  of  an  estate,  this  Court  has  never  assumed  a 
right  to  interfere  with  that  title,  which  the  law  confers  upon 
erery  terre  tenant  in  possession  of  real  property, — a  title  to 
be  traced,  no  doubt,  to  the  feudal  doctrines  of  our  law,  by 
which  the  lord  had  a  right  to  require  that  he  should  always 
be  able  to  know  his  tenant ;  possession  on  the  part  of  the 
tenant  was  the  best  means  of  affording  to  the  lord  that 
knowledge ;  and  the  tenant  who  owed  duties  to  his  lord, 
(and  very  onerous  those  duties  were  at  the  period  when  the 
feudal  law  was  in  its  full  vigour),  had  a  right  to  all  the 
benefit  of  the  property  in  respect  of  which  he  was  bound  to 
perform  such  dutiea  The  title  by  possession  has  been 
always  treated  by  the  law  as  so  sacred  that  it  is  well  known 
to  many  of  us  from  the  cases  to  be  found  in  the  books  and 
otherwise,  that  some  estates  in  this  kingdom  are  held 
without  the  least  pretence  of  any  other  title.  Many  estates 
bave  been  originally  entered  upon  simply  imder  a  devise 
from  a  mere  tenant  for  life,  proved  most  satisfactorily  to  be 
merely  tenant  for  Ufe;  and  yet,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
Conrt  recognises  the  person  in  possession  as  the  owner  till 

VOL  IV.  I 
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1858.  some  other  perRon  by  a  stronger  title  has  cast  him  out, 

^2j^  unless  it  can  find  something  in  the  shape  of  fraud,  which 

(Earl)  <^a8  the  case  in  Huguenin  v.  Baseley  (a),  something  by 

Hope  Scott,  which  it  can  fasten  upon  the  conscience  of  the  person  so 

Jti^^<.  ui  possession,  the  Court  invariably  refuses  to  interfere. 

But  although  I  do  not  find  any  case  in  which  this  Court 
has  actually  interfered  under  such  circumstances,  I  do  find 
observations,  which  certainly  appear  to  have  some  leaning  in 
favour  of  interference^  attributed  to  a  very  eminent  Judge 
of  long  experience  in  the  practice  and  principles  of  this 
Court,  Sir  Antiiony  Hart,  when  Lord  Chancellor  odrelaiid, 
in  the  case  of  Lord  Fingal  v.  Blake  (b),  and  the  following 
case  of  Lloyd  v.  Lord  TrvnUeston  (c). 

The  case  of  Lord  Fingal  v.  BlaJce  was  this  : — first,  there 
was  an  application  before  action  brought,  which  was  refused. 
Then,  after  action  brought,  some  discussion  took  place,  and 
at  last  there  was  an  arrangement  by  consent,  and  a  receiver 
was  appointed,  and  all  the  subsequent  proceedings  took 
place  after  that  consent  had  been  given.  Then  a  further 
application  was  made  afier  the  result  of  the  trial  and  the 
several  other  proceedings  had  in  the  cause.  That  being  the 
position  in  which  the  matter  stood,  Sir  Anthony  Hart  says, 
on  the  last  application  that  came  before  him,  **  What  I 
propose  to  do  is  only  a  temporary  interference  as  to  the 
possession  of  the  estate ;  and  I  think  it  is  in  conformity 
with  the  principles  of  this  Court  to  direct  not  only  an 
account  of  the  rents  received  by  the  heir,  and  of  the  pro- 
duce of  the  timber  cut  down  by  him,  but  also  to  direct  a 
receiver  to  take  the  possession.  The  stress  of  the  argument 
has  gone  upon  the  supposed  imperfection  of  Lord  Fvngal*8 
title,  as  beneficially  entitled  to  take  in  the  contingency  of  the 
failure  of  the  precedent  estate.  But  I  put  Lord  Fingal'a 
beneficial  title  out  of  the  question.     The  argument  by  Mr. 

(a)  14  Ves.  273.  (b)  2  Moll.  50.  (c)  Id.  81. 
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Holmea  has  put  it  most  strongly,  that  there  is  no  devise  of 
the  real  estate,  that  there  is  a  pure  intestacy  as  to  the 
seism  of  the  real  estate,  and  that  the  effect  of  the  devise  (^"'O 
extends  only  to  an  equitable  obligation  on  the  legal  estate  Hope  Sgott. 
m  the  hands  of  the  heir.  If  this  were  so,  if  there  was  no  Jm^hmmi. 
devise  away  from  the  heir,  if  the  inheritance  were  now  de- 
volved upon  the  Defendant^  the  heir  at  law,  I  certainly 
should  ponder  long  before  taking  it  away  from  him.  But 
I  am  of  opinion  the  real  estate  is  devised  away  from  the 
heir.  It  is  admitted  on  all  hands,  this  will  is  sufficient  in 
fomi  if  sufficiently  expressed ;  and  I  cannot  see  how  it  can 
be  doubted  that  the  whole  real  estate  has  been  given  to 
the  trustees^  although  there  may  be  indeed  a  question 
whether  the  estate  so  given  to  the  trustees  is  temporary  or 
perpetual ''(a).  Then  after  going  through  the  language  of  the 
will,  he  says :  **  The  consequence  of  this  is,  that,  inverting 
the  argument  used,  the  heir  was  a  wrong-doer  fit>m  the 
beginning,  and  he  is  not  to  put  the  devisees  to  recover  the 
estate  by  ejectment  while  the  Court  has  the  control  to  direct 
the  possession.  ♦  ♦  ♦  If  indeed  the  heir  took  by  descent* 
the  Court  would  look  at  his  rights  with  great  deliberation, 
and  not  without  apprehension  would  it  dispossess  him  of  the 
legal  possession ;  but  here  the  heir  has  no  legal  possession, 
but  his  title  is  only  worked  out  by  showing  either  that  the 
trustees  took  only  a  chattel  interest,  of  which  the  purposes 
have  been  answered,  or  that  there  is  no  valid  subsisting 
devise  to  them  whatsoever.  The  former  can  only  be  shown 
to  the  Court  by  the  Master's  finding ;  and  in  the  meantime 
the  Court  must  take  care  of  the  issues  and  profits  of  the 
land"  Then  he  says,  if  "  the  limitations  were  palpably  too 
remote  or  clearly  uncertain,''  he  should  not  be  disposed  to 
mterfere  (i). 

All  that  is  in  favour  of  non-iaterference  in  a  case  where 
there  is  any  legal  possession  or  right  in  the  heir ;  and  the 

(a)  2  MoU.  74,  75.  (b)  Id.  76,  77. 

I  2 


116  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1858.        result  is,  that  in  that  case  I  do  not  find' anything  to  support 
^f^^^^^     I^rd  Talbot's  contention. 

(Earl) 

r. 

Hope  Scott.       In  Lloyd  V.  Lord  THmleaton  (a),  there  was  an  observa- 
Judgmau.     ^^'^^  which  Seemed  more  nearly  applicable  to  one  of  the 
charges  in  this  bill     There  the  suit  was  instituted  by  Lady 
Trimleslon^  claiming  as  devisee  under  her  husband's  will, 
to  have  his  will  established.     Upon  the  death   of  Lord 
Trvmleston  in  1813,  she  had  continued  m  possession  of  the 
mansion  house  and  obtained  possession  of  lands  from  the 
tenants ;  and  the  heir  at  law,  being  imable  to  change  the 
possession,  prevailed  upon  the  trustees  under  a  prior  deed, 
made  in  1810,  to  use  their  legal  estate  for  that  purpose. 
They  accordingly  brought  their  ejectment;  and  in  1820, 
Lady  Trvndeston  was  evicted,  and  the  then  Lord  Trvmles^xm, 
or  his  son  the  Hon.  Thomas  BamewaU,  was  let  into  pos- 
session of  the  mansion  house  at  a  nominal  rent.    Lady 
Trvmleston  filed  her  bill  claiming  as  devisee  for  life,  and  a 
motion  was  made  for  a  receiver.     The  Lord  Chancellor 
said,  "  The  substantial  injiuy  would  be,  if  there  was  danger 
that  the  fund  might  be  lost  by  the  insolvency  of  the 
trustees.     If  there  is  no  want  of  substance  in  the  trustees 
to  make  good  what  they  have  received,  or  without  wilfiil 
default  might  have  received  and  may  hereafter  receive, 
since  they  entered  into  the  possession,  no  ultimate  injury 
will  be  done.    The  result  of  the  proceedings  at  law  touching 
the  will  is,  that  at  present  a  verdict  stands  against  the  will 
Then  Lord  Tri/ndestoifty  being  the  heir  at  law,  and  the  only 
verdict  existing  being  against  the  will,  has,  I  think,  a 
title  to  be  in  possession**  (6).  So  far,  I  find  no  difficulty.  The 
case  was  one  of  the  clearest  cases  imaginable.    The  heir 
had  availed  himself  of  an  outstanding  interest  in  trustees, 
and  a  verdict  had  been  obtained  against  the  Plaintiff    The 
attempt  was  to  oust  the  heir  of  the  possession  that  he  had 
so  got  by  a  person  as  against  whom  at  present  the  title  had 

(a)  2  Moll.  81.  (&)Id.  83. 
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been  determined.     But  then  Sir  Anthony  Hart  makes  this        i858. 
observation,  upon  which  a  great  deal  of  stress  was  laid      talboT 
during  ibe  argument :  **  The  posaeaaian  which  was  a^cquired       (^^0 
by  the  devisee  had  not  (ke  quality  of  an  authorised  poe-  Hops  Scott. 
session.    On  the  death  of  the  ancestor  the  heir  has  title  to      judgme$u. 
enter  and  retain  possession  until  the  Court  interposes.    If 
it  be  said  that  the  devisee,  being  let  into  the  possession  by 
ibe  fiivour  of  the  occupiers,  acquires  any  rights  that  would 
be  to  adjust  the  possession  according  to  the  will  and 
pleasure  of  mere  casual  persons  who  happened  to  be  the 
occupying  tenants  at  the  death  of  the  testator.    But  my 
opinion  of  the  law  is  this,  that  the  heir  hasupontiie  vnstomi 
ofiks  deaih  of  his  ancestor  in  possession  a  right  to  enter 
and  to  turn  out  by  ihe  shoulders  amy  other  person,  except 
only  the  widow,  who  has  a  right  to  stay  until  her  dower  is 
assigned  to  her''  (a). 

Now  J  have  a  little  difficulty,  I  candidly  confess,  in  com- 
prehending that  observation.  If  it  was  meant  to  apply  to 
anything  more  than  a  fraudulent  occupation  or  possession, — 
if  it  was  meant  to  apply  to  the  case  of  a  fair  contest  between 
a  devisee  and  the  heir,  the  devisee  being  more  fortunate  in 
getting  the  tenants  to  adorn  to  him  than  the  heir,  I  cannot 
understand  it;  for  it  does  not  seem  to  be  law  to  say  that  the 
devisee,  being  let  into  possession  by  favour  of  the  tenants, 
does  not  acquire  any  right  Unquestionably,  he  does  ac- 
qioire  a  very  substantial  right  If  the  devisee  obtains  pos* 
session  of  the  estate  by  the  tenants  attorning  to  him,  he 
holds  the  estate  till  some  other  person  can  shew  that  he,  as 
heir,  or  otherwise,  has  a  better  right  to  possession.  It  seems 
to  me,  that  the  observations  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  must 
have  been  meant  to  apply  to  some  case  of  fraudulent  or 
fordble'possession,  which  the  law  will  not  recognise ;  because 
be  speaks  of  the  heir  having  a  right  to  enter  and  "turn  out" 
the  devisee  **  by  the  shoulders." 

{a)  2  Moll.  83. 
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[Mr.  James. — ^There  the  devisee,  Lady  Trimleston,  had 
obtaiiied  possession  by  favour  of  the  tenants,  and  then 
complained  that  the  heir-«1>-law  had  got  the  trustees  to 
use  their  legal  estate  to  evict  her.] 

The  ViCE-CHANCBLLoa — So  I  observe.   The  Lord  C?han- 
cellor  said,  the  devisee  had  no  better  right  in  any  way.    In 
truth  she  had  not  the  legal  estate,  and  those  who  had  the 
legal  estate  had  used  it  against  her,  and  in  favour  of  the 
heir ;  and  the  heir  having  obtained  a  verdict,  the  Lord 
Chancellor  thought,  justly  and  properly,  it  was  not  a  case 
in  which  he  could  interfere.     Sir  AnOiony  Hart   was 
much  too  great  a  judge  to  mean — and  it  is   manifest^ 
from  what  he  says  in  the  subsequent  passage  as  to  the 
right  of  the  heir  to  enter  and  turn  out  the  devisee  by 
the    shoulders,    that    he    did    not    mean — ^to  apply   the 
observation   I   have   read   to   such  a  possession,   on  the 
part  of  the  devisee,  as  would  put  the  heir  to  l^al  process 
for  the  recoveiy  of  his  right     He  could  not  have  meant 
such  a  possession  as  that  of  the  Defendants  to  this  bill : — a 
possession  by  persons  claiming  a  right,  and  who,  by  favour 
of  the  tenants,  and  by  getting  the  tenants  to  attorn  to 
them,  have  entered  into  the  receipt*  of  the  rents  and  profits. 
That  is  a  possession,  which,  I  apprehend,  it  would   be 
found  extremely  difficult  to  dispute,  except  by  ejectment 
I  know  of  no  process  by  which  such  a  person  could  be 
turned  out  by  the  shoulders,  or  dealt  with  in  any  way 
except  by  formal  proceedings  in  a  court  of  law. 


Considerable  inconvenience  may  be  occasioned  in  this  as 
in  many  other  cases,  in  consequence  of  the  rule  which  the 
law  has  thus  adopted,  out  of  respect  to  title  by  possession; 
— indeed,  the  law  goes  further,  for  if  the  tenant  without 
attorning  to  any  one  chooses  to  hold  adversely  for  his  own 
benefit,  until  the  possession  is  converted  by  lapse  of  time  into 
an  absolute  interest,  he  is  allowed  to  take  bis  chance  of  re- 
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maining  undisturbed  until  a  better  title  is  established.   But        1858. 
whatever  inconvenienoe  may  be  the  consequence,  I  find  no-      xll]^^ 
thing  in  the  obseryations  of  Sir  Anthony  Hart,  or  elsewhere,        ^^""0 
to  justify  interference  upon  that  ground.     I  find  nothing   HopkScott. 
in  the  allegations  in  this  bill  that  I  can  treat  as  stating  a      jti^nt. 
fraudulent  ooUusion  between  the  Defendants  and  the  tenants. 
The  bill  allies  expressly,  that  "  the  Defendants  notified  to 
all  the  tenants  of  all  the  settled  estates,  that  they  were  entitled 
to  receive  all  the  rents  of  all  the  settled  estates '/'  that  is  to 
say,  hy  virtue  of  their  allied  right  xuider  the  wiU,  they 
notified  to  all  the  tenants  that  they  were  entitled  to  receive 
all  the  rents ;  and  some  of  the  tenants  adopted  that  view  and 
attorned  to  them.    I  cannot  read  that  passage  as  amounting 
to  any  case  of  firaud  which  would  justify  the  Court  in  inter- 
fering.   There  is  not  a  single  authority  in  the  books  for 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver  for  a  person  out  of  possession, 
against  a  person  in  possession,  the  person  out  of  possession 
simply  allying  a  legal  title,  nor  can  any  shadow  of  a 
dictum  be  found  to  support  such  a  view.    And  if  authori- 
ties to  the  oontraiy  are  less  numerous  of  late  years,  it  is 
hecanse  attempts  of  this  kind  have  of  late  years  been  less 
frequent  than^they  were  formerly. 

With  r^ard  to  the  large  amount  at  stake,  I  apprehend 
that  makes  no  difference  in  the  principle  upon  which  the 
case  is  to  be  decided.  That  principle  is  the  same  whether 
the  lental  be,  as  here,  35,0002.,  or  only  2,0002.  or  3,0002. 
a-year.  And  with  regard  to  the  argument  that  irremediable 
injuiy  will  be  occasioned  in  the  loss  of  the  rents  and 
profits  in  case  a  receiver  is  not  appointed,  I  think  there  is 
the  same  injury  done  in  a  vast  number  of  cases  from  inter- 
fering with  the  rents  and  profits  against  a  person  having 
legal  possession.  To  deprive  him  of  that  possession  may 
cause  him  irreparable  injury.  All  his  arrangements  in 
bringing  up  his  family  may  be  interfered  with.  The 
Court  may  be  inflicting  as  much  injury  by  granting  a 
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1858.        receiver,  sa  by  withholding  it     And  the  result  is,  that  I 

^f^^^i^^      can  neither  find  any  semblance  of  authority,  nor  can  I 

(p:ari}       cenceive  of  any  rational  ground  upon  principle,  for  holding 

Hope  Scott,   that  where  one  person  is  in  possession  of  the  rents  and 

ju^eni.     profits,  claiming  to  be  the  holder  by  a  simple  legal  title, 

and  another  person  claims  to  hold  by  a  like  legal  title, 

the  former  can  be  ousted  in  this  Court,  until  that  legal 

title  has  be^i  finally  determined  at  law. 

The  next  point,  before  coming  to  the  question  as  to  the 
timber, — and  it  is  one  upon  which  some  reliance  was  placed 
in  argument, — ^is  the  charge  in  the  bill  that  there  are  rents 
to  the  extent  of  5000J.  Sr-year  arising  from  certain  estates, 
the  tenants  of  which  have  not  attorned  to  either  of  the 
claimant&  The  answer  to  that  part  of  the  case  is,  that  here 
again  the  Plaintiff  is  standing  on  his  legal  title.  He  does 
not  tell  the  Court  that  he  has  taken  any  proceedings  against 
the  tenants  in  question.  He  cannot  at  present  assume  that 
the  tenants  will  not  pay  him  in  the  event  of  his  taking  sucL 
proceedings ;  and  it  is  clear,  that,  if  he  took  such  proceedings 
against  any  tenant^  he  would  either  recover  the  rent,  or  the 
tenant  would  file  his  bill  of  interpleader. 

This  leads  me  to  notice  the  argument  that  the  present 
bill  is,  in  truth,  no  more  than  a  consolidation  of  several 
bills  of  interpleader,  and  that,  if  the  Court  interferes  upon 
a  bill  of  interpleader,  the  same  interference  ought  to  take 
place  at  the  instance  of  one  of  the  litigant  parties.  But  the 
principle  is  as  different  as  can  be  conceived.  The  Court 
acts  upon  bills  of  interpleader,  because  a  tenant,  who  is 
perfectly  innocent,  and  who  cares  nothing  about  the  dispute 
between  two  claimants,  is  left  in  uncertainty,  upon  the  death 
of  his  landlord,  as  to  who  is  his  new  landlord.  He  is  wilUng 
td  recognise  fully  the  title  of  the  new  landlord  whenever  he 
is  ascertained.  But  A,  says,  he  is  the  late  landlord's  heir 
or  devisee,  and  the  person  entitled  to  sue  the  tenant  for 
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rent;  and  B.  says  the  same.  The  difficulty  has  been  caused  ] 858. 
not  by  the  tenant  but  by  the  deceased  landlord  having  de- 
vised the  property^  by  uncertainty  who  is  heir,  or  the  like. 
There  are  two  persons  claiming ;  the  tenant  knows  nothing  Hopb  Scott. 
of  either ;  he  only  desires  to  be  discharged.  That  the  tenant  judgmmL 
under  such  circnmstanoes  should  be  indemnified  and  saved 
hannless  is  manifest  equity ;  and  the  tenant,  therefore,  has 
his  right  to  interpleader.  But  how  has  that  any  bearing 
whatever  upon  the  right  here  claimed  by  the  Plaintiff,  for 
one  of  the  claimants  who  is  out  of  possession  to  come  here 
and  ovst,  in  effect,  by  means  of  a  receiver,  the  other 
claimant,  who  has  been  more  fortunate  in  obtaining  pos- 
session, and  with  it  the  legal  right  which  possession  gives  ? 


To  return,  however,  to  the  charge  as  to  the  rents  payable 
by  tenants  who  have  not  attorned  to  either  party,  and  the 
danger  of  those  rents  being  lost :  it  does  not  appear  to  me 
diat  there  is  any  necessity  for  those  rents  being  lost  They 
win  be  recovered  either  by  the  Plaintiff  bringing  actions  for 
them  against  the  tenants,  and  the  tenants  paying  them 
whm  the  Plaintiff  has  brought  those  actions ;  or,  if  the 
tenants  do  not  pay  them  in  those  actions^  they  will  take 
care,  for  their  own  sake,  to  pay  them  here.  One  of  these 
two  things  they  must  do;  and  whichever  course  they  take, 
the  rents  will  be  paid,  and  the  Plaintiff  will  have  his  full 
and  effectual  remedy. 


The  part  of  the  case  which  relates  to  the  timber  is  really 
the  only  part  of  it  that  can  occasion  any  difficulty  or  hesita- 
tion. With  regard  to  the  timber,  the  authorities  certainly 
are  exceedingly  strong  against  the  right  to  any  relief  upon 
a  bill  of  this  description,  even  where  the  bill  contains  strong 
averments  of  waste  by  the  Defendant^  that  Defendant  being 
A  person  in  possession  and  claiming  under  a  legal  title.  At 
the  same  time,  there  are  authorities  looking  the  other  way ; 
and  there  is  not  only  upon  this  point  the  observation  of  Sir 
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1858.        Anthony  Hart,  to  whom,  as  I  have  said,  eyeiy  deference  is 

^^l^^i^^      to  be  paid  for  his  knowledge  both  of  the  principles  and 

(Earl)       practice  of  the  Court,  but  there  are  also  the  authorities 

HopB  Scott,    enumerated  by  Vice-Chancellor  Knigkt  Bruce,  in  his  judg- 

Judgmeiu.      mout  in  Haigk  v.  Jaggar(a\  and  which,  no  doubt,  were 

the  very  authorities  present  to  the  mind  of  Sir  Anthony 

Hart,  besides  many  other  cases  with  which  he  had  become 

acquainted  in  his  long  experience,  and  which  might  not 

have  found  their  way  into  the  books. 

In  looking  through  those  authorities  it  is  easy  to  see  that 
there  has  been  some  fluctuation  as  to  whether  relief  should 
be  given  even  in  a  plain  and  manifest  case  of  this  de- 
scription, where  A,,  being  in  possession  of  a  dose,  and  his 
possession  being  undisputed,  a  mere  trespasser  comes  under- 
ground to  take  his  mines,  or  enters  above-ground  by  collu- 
sion with  the  tenant  (and  he  could  not  enter  except  by 
collusion  with  the  tenant),  and  removes  a  part  of  the  sub- 
stance of  the  inheritance,  be  it  timber  or  be  it  mineraL 


At  first,  Lord  Thu/rlow  refused  relief  even  imder  such 
circumstances ;  but  afterwards  (as  Lord  Eldon  notices  in 
numerous  cases)  Lord  l^urlow  changed  his  mind,  and 
considered  that  relief  ought  to  be  given.  Perhaps  the  best 
instance  of  that  is  a  case  in  which  both  processes  took  place 
in  Lord  Thurlow'a  mind,  viz.  an  inclination  in  the  first 
instance  strongly  in  favour  of  the  legal  title,  and  then  a 
change  afterwards,  upon  the  ground  that  there  might  be 
equitable  circumstances  affecting  the  conscience  of  the  De- 
fendant, which  would  entitle  the  Court  to  interfere.  That 
is  the  case  of  HoumUton  v.  Worse/old  published  in  a  note  to 
Courthope  v.  Mappleaden  (6),  as  shortly  stated  from  a  note 
by  Sir  Samud  RomiUy :  "  The  bill  stated  that  the  PlaintiflF 
was  seised  in  fee,  that  his  title  had  but  recently  accrued, 
and  the  tenants  had  not  yet  paid  him  any  rent ;  that  the 

( a)  2  CoU.  236.  (6)  10  Ves.  290. 
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Defendant   Wor^foUL  pretended  to  have  8ome  claim  to        1858. 
the  estate,  and  had  given  notioe  to  the  tenants  to  pay  their     ^I^^^ 
lent  to  him ;  that  he  had  entered  upon  the  estate  mth  the        (^^) 
pennission  of  the  other  Defendants,  the  tenants  " — (so  that    Hopb  Soott. 
there  is  adi£Ference  between  that  case  and  the  case  before     Jm4jfmmu, 
me;  for  here  the  bill  alleges  simply  the  receipt  of  the  rents 
and  profits  by  &vour  of  the  tenants;  not^  as  laHcmiiUon  v. 
Worse/old,  an  entiy  upon  the  matenal  property  with  the 
permission  of  the  tenants^  who  were  entitled  of  course  to 
keep  the  Defendant  out    of  possession) — "  and  had  cut 
timber,  and  threatened  to  cut  more.    The  bill  therefore 
prayed  that  Worse/old  might  be  restrained  from  commit- 
ting  waste,  and  that  the  tenants  might  be  restrained  from 
peraiitting  it^' — (It  is  clear  that  the  Plaintiff's  case  was 
not  simply  that  Worse/old  had  got  the  rents  and  profits 
from  the  tenants,  but  that  there  was  actual  collusion 
between  the  tenants  and  the  Defendant;  and  that,  by  means 
of  Bach  collusion,  and  by  aid  of  the  tenants,  the  Defendant 
was  admitted  into  possession  and  committed  the  waste, 
and  the  tenants  were  made  Co^efendants) — "  The  Lord 
Chancellor,  upon   the  motion  for  the  injunction,  at  first 
had  some  difficulty  about  granting  it^  Worse/eld  being  a 
mere  trespasser;  but  at  length  his  Lordship  granted  the 
injmidion  against  both  Woraefold  and  the  tenants." 

In  Courthope  v.  MappUadenifi),  in  which  that  case  was 
cited,  the  Plaintiff  charged  the  Defendant  with  entering 
and  committing  waste  by  collusion  with  the  tenant ;  and 
I^rd  Eldcm  said :  ''  I  have  no  difficulty  in  granting  the 
injunction  in  this  case,  but  I  will  not  be  bound  as  to 
what  is  to  be  done  upon  a  mere  trespass,  though  it  is 
strange  that  there  cannot  be  an  injunction  in  that  case  to 
prevent  irreparable  mischief,  the  rather  as  there  is  a  writ 
at  common  law,"  (that  is  the  writ  of  estrepement  referred 
^  by  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce  in  Haigh  v.  Jag- 
id)  10  Ves.  290. 
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1858.        gciLTia),  and  which   is  now  abolished),  "to    prevent   the 
^i^^^^     further  commission  of  waste. during  the  trial;  whereas,  if 
(Earl)        \j^Q  Court  will  not  interfere  against  a  trespasser,  he  may  go 
Hope  Scott,   on  by  repeated  acts  of  damage  perfectly  irreparabla     But 
jvdgmeiu,     ^^  ground  in  this  case  is,  that  the  trespass  partakes  of  the 
nature  of  waste  more  than  in  general  cases,  the  tenant  col- 
luding; and  if  the  tenant's  act  is  waste  the  act  of  the  other 
must  have  so  much  of  the  quality  of  the  tenant's  act  as  to 
make  it  the  object  of  an  injimction/^ 

Of  all  the  cases  to  be  found  in  the  books,  that  is  the  one 
which  has  gone  the  farthest  as  to  the  interference  of  the 
Court;  it  does  not  appear  there,  so  fsir  as  I  can  see,  that 
the  tenant  was  made  a  Co-defendant;  so  that  it  goes  one 
step  further  than  the  case  of  Hamilton  v.  Worse/old;  but 
the  charge  was  the  same,  that  it  was  by  collusion  with  the 
tenant,  and  Lord  Eldon,  carefully  guarding  himself  against 
a  mere  trespass,  says,  "  The  tenant  colluding ;  and  if  the 
tenant's  act  is  waste,  the  act  of  the  other  must  have  so 
much  of  the  quality  of  the  tenant*s  act  as  to  make  it  the 
object  of  an  injimction."  To  that  length  the  Court  seems 
to  have  proceeded,  but  no  further,  as  fiur,  at  leasts  as  the 
authority  of  that  case  extends. 

There  are  numerous  instances  in  which  Lord  Eldon  ad- 
verted, as  he  did  there,  to  the  difficulty  of  interfering  in  a 
case  of  mere  trespass.  Perhaps  the  strongest  instance  of  that 
kind  was  that  of  Smith  v.  Collyer  (6),  in  reference  to  which 
Vioe-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce,  in  Haigh  v.  Jaggar  (c), 
makes  this  observation :  ''I  am  not  perfectly  satisfied  that  in 
the  same  circumstances  (as  far  as  they  are  to  be  collected 
from  the  report,)  this  Court  would  not  now  grant  an  injunc- 
tion. The  Plaintiffs  seem  there  to  have  been  in  possession, 
substantially,  and  infants."  In  that  case  there  was  an  out- 
standing mortgage,  which,  as  I  presume  from  the  view  taken 

(a)  2  Coll.  235.  {b)  8  Ves.  89.  (r)  2  Coll.  236. 
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by  the  Yioe-Chancellor,  he  conceived  to  be  held  for  the        1858. 
infimt  Plaintiflfe^  so  that  the  possession  of  the  mortgagee      talboT 
was  substantially  a  possession  in  tbe  infants;  and  the  De-       (^^0 
fendaat,  who  was  cutting  down  timber  in  virtue  of  his    Hope  Scott. 
aUeged  right  as  heir,  was  out  of  possession,  and  had  no  legal     judgment. 
interest  that  could  properly  have  been  said  to  be  interfered 
with  had  the  injunction  been  granted.     That  only  shows 
how  strong  the  view  of  the  Vice-Chanoellor  was  as  to  the 
necessiiy  for  this  Court  to  take  care  not  to  interfere  to  pre- 
?eiit  the  wrongful  acts  of  a  mere  wrongdoer  in  cases  where 
there  are  no  such  special  circumstances  to  justify  its  in- 
terference. 

Again,  in  Norway  v.  Rov)e  (a),  which  is  another  of  the 
cases  referred  to  in  Haigh  v.  Jaggar,  Lord  Eldan  alludes 
to  the  same  sort  of  distinction.  He  says  (b),  **  I  recollect 
hearing  from  either  Lord  Thurlow  or  Lord  Bathurst,  that 
if  the  bill  contained  a  passage,  which  is  frequently  inserted 
now,  that  the  Defendant  pretends  the  Plaintiff  is  not 
entitled  to  the  estate,  he  stated  himself  out  of  Court  There 
was  another  case  where  the  Defendant  to  a  bill  to  restrain 
waste,  stated  that  he  was  in  possession  of  the  estate  by  a 
title  of  his  own,  admitting  that  he  was  let  into  possession 
by  the  Plaintiff's  tenant  without  his  knowledge:  the  Court 
said,  that  being  a  breach  of  the  tenant's  duty  to  his  land- 
lord, the  Defendant's  title  was  for  this  purpose  to  be  taken 
as  no  better  than  the  tenant's;  and  though,  if  the  Defend- 
ant had  obtained  possession  without  participating  in  that 
breach  of  the  tenant's  duty,  the  Court  would  not  have 
interfered,  they  would  not  permit  him  to  avail  himself  of 
a  possession  so  obtained ;  and  upon  that  ground  he  was 
restrained." 


These  are  clear  cases,  in  which  there  being  a  landlord 
and  tenant^  the  landlord  being  the  person  who  has  made  an 

(a)19Ve8.  144.  (6)  Id.  154. 
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actual  demise,  and  the  tenant,  in  clear  breach  of  his  duty  to 
that  landlord  to  whom  he  owes  allegiance,  having  admitted 
a  stranger,  the  Court  says  that  the  stranger's  act  is  to  be 
the  act  of  the  tenant,  or,  as  Lord  Eldon  says^  is  to  ''have 
the  quality  of  the  tenant's  act"  The  strongest  case  pos- 
sible in  that  respect  is  that  of  Ha/miUon  v.  Worse/old,  as 
there  the  Plaintiff  stated  that  he  was  not  yet  in  possession, 
the  tenants  had  not  paid  him  any  rent,  and  his  title  had 
only  recently  accrued ;  that  case  is  more  like  this  than  the 
case  of  a  mere  demise  by  aUving  landlcml,  firom  whom  the 
tenant  took  his  demise  and  against  whom  it  was  a  flagrant 
breach  of  the  tenant's  duty  to  admit  anybody  into  possession. 


These  being  the  only  authorities  I  can  find,  except  the 
case  of  Haigh  v.  Jagga/r,  for  saying  that  the  Court  will  in 
such  irreparable  cases  interfere,  I  come  to  the  case  of 
Haigh  v.  Jagga/r  itself,  which  is  rather  a  summary  of  those 
authorities,  and  where  the  Vice-chancellor  simply  says; 
that  he  is  not  convinced,  that,  where  a  man  is  in  possession, 
however  fiill  and  complete,  of  an  estate,  and  swears  by  his 
answer  that  his  own  title  is  just  and  valid,  and  that  his 
adversary's  title  is  unjust  and  invalid,  that  case  "does  of 
necessity  prevent  a  Court  of  Equity  from  interfering  (be- 
fore any  judgment  at  law  or  decree  in  equity)  to  restrain 
the  party  in  possession  from  stripping  the  estate  o£  iis 
timber,  puUing  down  the  mansion  house  upon  it,  or  other 
such  acts." 


I  apprehend  that  the  utmost  extent  to  which  that  obser- 
vation of  the  Vice4[)hancellor  goes  as  deduced  from  the 
authorities,  is,  that  he  was  not  satisfied  that  there  may  not  be 
such  flagrant  acts  of  what  the  Court  calls,  in  some  instances, 
malicious  waste, — acts  which  no  man,  as  mere  owner  in  ordi- 
nary possession  of  the  property  would  do,  but  indicating 
on  the  face  of  them  fraud,  in  which  the  Court  could  not 
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interfere.    For  inBtance,  a  man  says  **!  know  I  am  in        l^^^* 
adverse  possession^  I  know  there  are  people  litigating  with      Talbot 
me  and  claiming  this  estate  against  me,  and  I  know  they        ^^^^ 
are  likely  to  succeed ;  and  I  will  take  care  when  they   ^®™  S^"- 
come  they  shall  find  the  estate  a  desert     I  will  cut  down     Jmigmcht. 
every  tree  on  the  estate,  and  I  will  pull  down  the  mansion 
bonsa''    I  am  not  prepared  to  say,  any  more  than  the 
Vice-Chancellor,  that  such  a  case  as  that  would  not  be 
fraud ;  or  that  in  such  a  case,  the  Court  if  it  once  arrives  at 
fraud,  would  not  be  strong  enough  to  interfere,  and  prevent 
such  acts  firom  being  perpetrated 

The  Yioe-ChanceUor  then  says  "  In  the  case  of  Jonee 
V.  Jones,  before  Sir  WUliwnh  Qrcmt  (whose  language  at 
page  178  of  the  report  is  well  worthy  of  observation)  " — and 
which  I  vriU  come  to  presently — **  the  Plaintiff  was  out  <^ 
poflsession,  and  there  does  not  appear  to  have  been  a 
distinct  allegation  of  the  commission  or  threat  of  any  waste 
or  destruction.''  (It  appears  now,  by  a  note  to  the  report 
of  Davenport  v.  Davenport  (a),  that  the  bill  in  Jones  v. 
Jcnves  contained  a  distinct  and  positive  allegation  of 
waste).  "  Such  a  case  as  Mortvmer  v.  Cottrelly  reported  by 
Mr.  Cox  (6),  would,  I  venture  to  think,  probably  not  re- 
ceive at  the  present  day  the  decision  which  it  received  in 
1789.'*  Thm  he  refers  to  several  other  cases,  all  of  which 
I  have  examined,  one  or  two  of  them  being  only  the  com- 
mon cases  of  application  to  restrain  the  working  of  mines ; 
hut  the  rest  having  all  a  more  pointed  bearing  upon  the 
subject  which  the  Vice-Chancellor  was  discussing.  He  refers 
also  to  Vice  v.  Thomas  (c)  in  the  Stannaries  Court  where 
a  demurrer  was  allowed  to  a  petition  heard  before  the  Prince 
Consort  as  Lord  Warden  of  the  Stannaries,  assisted  by 

(a)  7  Hare,  219,  n.  (b),  ported  in  a  separate  volume  by 

W  2  Cox,  205.  Mr.  Smirke. 

(f)4  Y.&C.  538;  mdS,  C,  re- 
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Lord  Brougham,  and  Mr.  Baron  Pa/rke,  upon  the  ground 
of  the  remedy  being  at  law.  The  Vice-Chancellor  re- 
marks, that  the  petition  only  asked  for  a  decree  for  an 
accomit;  and  so  £Bur  the  case  would  be  important  as  hearing 
upon  the  first  branch  of  this  case,  yiz.  the  receivership.  It 
would  not  have  a  bearing  as  to  the  question  of  waste, 
because  I  do  not  observe — ^and  I  have  looked  at  the  full 
report  of  the  case  by  Mr.  Smirke, — ^that  any  inquisitioD 
was  there  asked  for ;  all  that  was  asked  for  was  an  account 
of  the  minerals  sold. 


And  now,  having  regard  to  the  authority  of  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  Knight  Bruce,  I  will  look  to  the  case  of  Jones  v. 
Jones  (a),  and  see  what  the  effect  of  that  case  must  be 
upon  the  present  application  of  Lord  TaJhot  The  case  of 
Jonea  v.  Jones  came  before  Sir  William  Grant,  who  un- 
questionably must  be  taken  to  have  been  perfectly  well 
acquainted  with  all  the  authorities  before  Lord  Thurlov), 
and  the  authorities  before  Lord  Eldon;  and  the  observa- 
tions that  had  been  made  both  by  Lord  Thurlow  and  Lord 
Eldon,  upon  this  particular  class  of  casea  And  in  Jonea  v. 
Jonea  the  bill  stated  that  WUliam  Jonea  deceased  was  at 
the  time  of  his  death  seised  of  large  estates ;  that  he  died 
intestate  in  January,  1814,  leaving  the  Plaintiff  his  heir  at 
law,  who,  at  his  death,  became  entitled  to  all  his  real  estates. 
It  then  stated  fraud  in  the  obtaining  of  a  will,  and  that  the 
will  had  never  been  proved;  but  that  the  devisees  had 
entered  into  the  possession  of  the  estates  thereby  given  to 
them ;  and  the  trustees  and  executors  had  also  proceeded 
to  act  under  the  trusts  thereby  reposed  in  them ;  that  the 
Plaintiff  intended  to  bring  actions  for  the  recovery  of 
the  estates;  but  that  he  could  not  proceed  on  account  of 
outstanding  terms,  and  that  he  could  not  hope  for  a  &ir 
trial  within  the  county;  and  he  prayed  that  full  discovery 


(a)  3  Mer.  161. 
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might  bemade  ;  and  aaked  to  restrain  the  setting  up  of  the  1858. 
outstanding  terms,  and  to  restrain  them  from  selling  or  tIiaoT 
disposing  of  the  estates,  and  from  committing  any  spoil,  (^^0 
waste,  or  destruction  thereon.  It  is  obvious  how  imper-  Hops  Soott. 
fectly  the  bill  is  reported,  because,  as  reported,  it  does  not  lyd^mt 
mention  waste  at  alL  But  it  appears  from  a  note  to  the 
case  of  Davenport  y.  Davenport  (a),  that  the  bill  was  found 
on  examination  to  contain  yery  positive  and  distinct  aver- 
ments of  waste,  in  respect  of  which  relief  was  asked.  The 
Defendants  demurred,  because,  although  the  Plaintiff 
songht  to  restrain  them  from  setting  up  the  outstanding 
temis,  he  did  not  aver  that  there  were  any.  Sir  WiUiom, 
Qrofid  8BLJS,  *'  If  this  had  been  a  bill  merely  for  a  discovery, 
there  are  several  parts  of  it  to  which  an  answer  must  un- 
doabtedly  have  been  given,''  (then  he  states  what  th^ 
were);  ''but  the  Plaintiff  concludes  with  praying  relief 
upon  the  same  objects  with  reference  to  which  he  had  before 
stated  that  he  only  wanted  a  discoveiy  in  aid  of  an  action. 
For  he  prays  that  this  Court  will  declare  that  the  pretend- 
ed will  was  not  the  true  will  of  the  late  WUUam  Jones, 
a&d  that  the  same  may  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled; 
and,  as  consequential  on  that  relief,  he  prays  an  account  of 
rents  and  profits  of  the  real  estate,  an  account  of  the  per- 
sonal estate,  of  debts  and  funeral  expenses,  an  inquiry  as 
to  next  of  kin,  and  a  distribution  of  the  clear  surplus.  It 
is  impossible  that,  at  this  time  of  day,  it  can  be  made  a 
serious  question  whether  it  be  in  this  court  that  the 
validity  of  a  will,  either  of  real  or  personal  estate,  is  to  be 
determined"  As  to  that  part  of  the  case,  therefore,  there 
could  be  no  relie£  "  There  is,  however,"  he  proceeds  to 
saj,  "an  alternative  prayer,  that  the  Court  will  direct  an 
issue  to  be  tried ;  and  then  certain  other  directions  are 
sought  as  applicable  to  that  altemativa  Now,  although 
there  may  have  been  instances  of  issues  directed  on  the 
bin  of  an  heir-at-law,  where  no  opposition  has  been  made 

{a)  7  Hare,  219,  n. 
you  IV,  K 
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1858.  to  that  mode  of  proceeding,  yet  I  apprehend  that  he  can- 
"5i][^^  not  insist  on  any  snch  direction.  He  may  bring  his  qect- 
(Earl)  ment ;  and  if  there  be  any  impediments  to  the  proper  trial 
HopB  Scott,  of  the  merits,  he  may  come  here  to  have  them  removed. 
Judgment.  But  he  has  no  right  to  have  an  issue  substituted  in  the 
place  of  an  ejectment;"  adding,  that  if  he  can  have  no  issue, 
neither  can  he  have  those  consequential  directions  which 
the  bill  asked  only  on  the  stipposition  that  an  issue  was  to 
be  granted.  "  As  to  the  title  deeds,''  he  continues,  **  the 
bill  merely  states  the  fact  that  the  Defendants  have  the  ])0B- 
session  of  them,  but  not  that  they  are  in  any  way  necessary 
to  enable  the  Plaintiff  to  recover  at  law;  he  stands  solely 
on  his  tiUe  as  heir,  and  does  not  show  how  the  required 
jnroduction  could  be  of  the  least  service  to  him.  As  Lord 
Roaelyn  says,  in  Lady  Shafteabury  v.  Arrowsmith,  '  The 
title  of  the  heir  is  a  plain  one,  and  it  is  a  legal  title;  all 
the  family  deeds  together  would  not  make  his  title  better 
or  worse.' "  Then  after  saying  that  the  Plaintiff  came  to 
ask  thiftt  the  Defendants  might  be  restrained  from  setting 
up  outstanding  terms,  but  did  not  aver  that  there  were  any 
such,  he  says  this,  ''There  is  a  prayer  that  in  the  mean- 
time (that  is  until  the  trial  of  the  issue  or  action)  the  Defend- 
ants may  be  restrained  from  committing  any  spoil,  waste, 
or  destruction  on  the  said  WiMa/m  Jones's  real  estates, 
and  finom  selling  or  disposing  of,  or  charging  and  encum- 
bering the  same,  and  that  a  receiver  may  be  appointed." 
Then  comes  the  passage  which  Vice-Chancellor  KtUghi 
Bruce  says  he  thinks  is  deserving  of  special  attention: 
"  No  case  was  cited  in  which  the  Court  has  interfered  at 
the  suit  of  heir  or  devisee  to  restrain  waste,  sp(Ml,  or 
destruction  by  either,  while  they  are  litigating  their  ad- 
verse rights  in  a  court  of  law.  One  should  think  the  case 
of  the  devisee  a  stronger  one  than  that  of  the  heir,  because 
till  the  will  is  set  aside  the  primA  facie  title  is  in  the  de- 
visee." (He,  therefore,  differs  a  little  from  Sir  Anihony 
Hart  in  Lloyd  v.  Lord  THmleston)    "Yet  in  Smith  v. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  131 

CoUfer  an  injtinetioti  was  refused  when  applied  for  by  the        i858. 
devised  against  the  heir.     I  own  I  cannot  see  a  very  good      ^Xkram 
nason  why  the  Court,  which  interferes  for  the  preservation        (^^U 
of  personal  property  pending  a  suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical    Hope  Scott. 
Court,  should  not  interpose  to  preserve  real  property  pend-     ju^iZm. 
mg  a  suit  conoeming  the  validity  of  the  devisa    But/' 
he  adds,  "  as  a  condition  of  such  interference,  the  Court 
would  expect  it  to  be  shown  that  the  party  applying  was 
proceeding,  with  all  due  expedition,  to  bring  the  ques- 
tion to  a  decision;''  whereas  there  that  had  not  been 
diown. 

Hie  point,  I  apprehend,  to  which  Vice-Chancellor  Knight 
Bfuee  directs  attention,  is  that  Sir  William  Orcmt  does 
not  abnegate  the  ri^t  of  the  Court  to  interfere  in  a  case 
like  this.  He  says,  he  cannot  see  why  the  Court  should 
not  interfere,  and  then  he  goes  on  rather  to  seize  upon  the 
special  circumstance  of  the  omission  on  the  part  of  the 
Haintiff  to  show  that  he  was  proceedii^  with  all  due  expe- 
dition to  brii^  the  question  to  a  decision.  That  great  Judge 
was  very  little  in  the  habit  of  seizing  upon  slight  special 
cucmnstances  in  a  case  to  distinguish  it  from  other  cases ; 
but  whether  it  was  from  feeling  unwilling  to  lay  down  a 
principle  oi  sudi  large  i^lication,  vi^  that  no  interference 
could  under  any  drcumstances  take  place,  or  from  feeling 
pressed  by  the  previous  authorities,  especially  that  of  Smith 
▼.  CoOyery  he  leaves  the  point  in  that  undetermined  form. 
"The  Court  never  had  interfered  to  preserve  real  property; 
lie  did  not  see,  upon  principle,  why  it  should  not;  since  it 
had  uiteifered  to  protect  personal  property;  but  as  a  oon- 
dition  of  such  interference,  the  Plaintiff  must  show  that  he 
has  proceeded  with  all  due  expedition." 

In  that  case,  therefore,  although  the  bill  contained  a 
▼ery  strong  allegation  of  waste  of  the  most  malicious  de- 
scription, that  of  pulling  down  houses  upon  the  property 

k2 
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IS5S.  in  question,  Sir  W.  Qrami  refused  to  interfere,  and  he  gives 

Talbot  ^  ^  reason,  that  in  his  experience  he  had  never  known 

(Earl)  m^  instance  of  the  Court  interfering  under  such  drcum- 

,HoPB  Scott,  stances. 


Jut^fmenL 


The  reason  may  be  less  satis&ctoiy  now  that  we  have 
in  a  great  measure  emancipated  both  our  lands  and  our 
minds  from  many  conclusions  drawn  from  the  feudal  law : 
but  many  consequences  of  that  law  remain,  and  must 
remain,  until  altered  by  the  legislature ;  and  among  them,  I 
apprehend,  is  the  great  respect  which  is  entertained  towards 
the  terre-tenant,  as  distinguished  from  the  holder  of  mere 
personal  property,  which  has  led  this  Court  to  refuse  (except 
in  cases  of  fraud,  or  of  irreparable  mischief  as  by  mining  and 
the  like),  to  interfere  against  the  alleged  title  of  the  person 
actually  in  possession. 


As  regards  mere  rents  and  profits  of  real  estate^  there  is, 
of  course,  an  obvious  reason  for  not  interfering  in  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  Court  would  interfere  for  the  purpose  of 
preserving  personal  property.  In  the  case  of  personal  pro- 
perty, it  is  the  whole,  the  corpus,  which  the  Court  is  called 
on  to  preserve  ;  but  the  rents  and  profits  of  real  estate  are 
merely  the  produce  de  anno  in  annum,  which  do  not  require 
the  same  summary  interference.  As  regards  waste^  that  is 
a  case,  to  a  certain  extent,  affecting  the  corpus, — and  if 
it  be  by  mining,  much  more  seriously  affectmg  the  corpu& 
Upon  that,  Vice-Chancellor  Wiffram,  in  Davenport  v. 
Dwvevyport  (a),  was  pressed  with  a  veiy  able  argument  I 
do  not  find  the  case  in  MoUoy  cited  before  him,  but  in  the 
face  of  this  decision  of  Sir  WUXiam,  Orant,  concurring  with 
the  observation  there  made,  of  there  being  no  good  reason 
why  the  Court  should  not  interpose  with  reference  to  real 
and  personal  estate,  and  concurring  with  the  observation  of 
Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce  in  Haigh  v.  Jaggar,  he 

(a)  7  Hare,  217. 
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refused  to  ioierfere ;  no  doubt  the  case  was  one  of  great        1858. 

suspicion,  it  being  a  mere  fishing  bill  by  a  person  who  had  "^taimot 
been  nineteen  years  out  of  possession,  and  there  being  many       i^^i) 

other  circumstances  un&vourable  to  the  Plaintiff's  case.  Hops  Soon. 

JmlgmmL 

The  result  <^  the  authorities  is,  that  there  is  no  case 
whateyer  of  such  interferenca  The  Judges  have  declined 
to  say, — and  I  respectfully  beg  to  follow  them  in  declining 
to  say, — that  there  may  not  be  a  case  made  out  even  with 
leferenoe  to  real  estate,  which  would  be  acknowledged  by 
every  one  to  be  a  case  for  interference.  I  do  not  deny  that 
there  may  be  a  possible  case  in  which,  while  the  parties  are 
in  litigation  on  a  merely  legal  title,  there  may  be  such  utter 
destruction  carried  on,  such  stripping  the  estate  of  its  tim« 
ber  (to  take  the  cases  put  by  Yice-Chanoellor  Knigkt  Bruce), 
or  pulling  down  the  capital  messuage,  or  such  other  circum- 
stances, as  might  justify  interference.  The  dicta  only  go  to 
such  cases;  in  those  dicta  I  entirely  acquiesce;  and  if  sucha 
case  should  arise,  I  would  not,  for  one  moment,  suggest 
doubts  whether  so  salutary  a  jurisdiction  might  not  be  exer- 
cised for  the  prevention  of  such  malicious  acts  of  spoil,  tres- 
pass^ and  injury,  while  the  rights  of  the  parties  are  in  liti- 
gation. But,  looking  at  the  authorities,  I  must  say  that  it 
will  require  a  dear  case  of  that  description  to  be  made  out^ 
before  the  Court  can  be  called  upon  so  to  interfere. 

Upon  the  face  of  this  bill  all  I  find  is,  first,  the  case  made 
as  to  the  rents  and  profits,  which  I  have  dealt  with ;  secondly, 
that  with  regard  to  the  alleged  loss  of  rents  and  profits  by 
the  tenants  not  paying  either  party,  which  I  have  also  dealt 
with ;  thirdly,  the  allegation  as  to  the  timber, — ^no  specific 
allegation,  but  a  mere  general  all^^ation,  that  they  have  cut 
down  a  considerable  quantity  of  timber, — ^that  some  of  it  was 
of  an  ornamental  character,  and  some  of  it  was  not  ripe  for 
cutting ;  that  they  have  sold  the  same  and  received  the 
proceeds  thereof.    There  is  nothing  like  that  stripping  of 
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1858. 

Tausot 
(Earl) 

V, 

Hops  Scott. 
Judgfnent, 


the  estate  of  its  timber,  nothing  like  that  destruction  of  the 
property,  which  is  required  before  one  can  interfere ;  and 
as  to  the  title  of  the  Plaintiff  I  do  not  say  it  is  like  the 
case  of  Davenport  v.  Davenport,  a  mere  fishing  faill,  but 
the  title  of  the  Plaintiff  is  in  a  much  less  favourable  position^ 
in  many  respects,  than  was  the  case  in  Jones  v.  Jones,  the 
title  there  alleged  beilig  that  of  mere  heirship,  and  the  bill 
diarging  that  the  pretended  will  had  been  obtained  by 
fraud.  In  this  case  the  Plaintiff  is  obliged  to  state,  on  the 
&ce  of  his  bill — and  he  states  his  case  perfectly,  &irly,  and 
honestly — ^that  in  order  to  make  out  his  title  to  the  pro- 
perty in  question,  he  must  make  out  his  title  to  the  Earldom ; 
that  for  this  purpose  he  must  go  through  a  long  pedigree, 
and  exhaust  the  issue  of  numerous  persons  descended  fiom 
an  ancestor  who  died  as  long  ago  as  the  fifteenth  century  ; 
that  the  question  of  his  title  to  the  Earldom  is  actually 
pending  for  adjudication  before  a  branch  of  the  l^slature, 
who  have,  as  yet^  come  to  no  determination  upon  it^  and 
who  have  not^  as  it  appears  to  me,  expressed  (although  I  do 
not  think  it  would  make  any  material  distinction  if  they 
had  expressed)  an  opinion  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff  upon 
more  than  two  of  the  three  obstacles  whidi  he  found  in  his 
way.  In  such  a  case,  there  being  other  persons  claiming 
imder  an  adverse  title,  who  have  come  into  possesaion  aad 
are  enjoying  the  rights  which  the  law  ocNofere  upon  those 
who  can  obtain  the  attornment  of  the  tenants  and  the 
enjoyment  of  the  estate,  I  think  I  should  be  going  very  fer 
beyond  anything  which  the  Court  has  hitherto  sanctioned^ 
and  I  should  be  actually  overruling  the  case  of  Jonea  v. 
Jones,  if  I  held  that  relief  could  now  be  given  to  the 
Plaintiff 


There  is  one  observation  suggested  by  the  ground, 
upon  which  Sir  WiGmm  Oromt  seems  to  prefer  resting  his 
decision  ultimately  in  JoiMs  v.  Janes,  viz.  the  time  the 
Plaintiff  had  allowed  to  elapse  without  proceeding  at  law. 
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It  is  tnie  that  in  tluB  case  Lord  TaXbat  has  taken  a  wise,        1858. 
and  no  doubt  a  most  beneficial  course,  in  attempting  at      talbot 
QQoe  to  establish  his  claim  to  the  peerage  before  the  House        (J^^) 
of  Lorda    At  the  same  time,  if  he  wants  such  a  remedy  as    Hops  Scott. 
is  sought  by  this  bill — ^if  he  wants  with  a  high  hand  to  stay      jwigmmL 
tiie  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits,  and  the  enjoyment  of 
the  estates  by  those  upon  whom  the  law  confers  the  enjoy- 
ment till  they  are  displaced,  I  am  by  no  means  so  dear 
that  his  best  and  most  prudent  course  would  not  have  been 
to  proceed  (and  it  is  not  contended  by  counsel  that  he 
could  not  proceed)  to  recover  the  estates  at  law.     In  that 
case  he  would  prove  the  patent  of  the  original  Earl,  he 
would  next  prove  his  own  descent,  and  that  he  is  the  person 
entitled  as  Earl ;  and  I  apprehend  that  it  would  be  no  answer 
to  him,  so  proceeding  at  law,  to  saythat  the  House  of  Lords 
has  not  yet  adjudged  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  Earldom. 
I  do  not  express  the  slightest  opinion,  nor  have  I  come  to 
any  conclusion,  upon  the  result  of  the  proceedings  before 
the  House  of  Lords.    The  question  I  have  to  consider  is, 
whether  he  could  not  have  taken  proceedings  at  law  before 
filing  his  bill,  and  whether,  if  he  requires  the  summary 
remedy  prayed  by  his  bill,  he  ought  not  to  have  satisfied 
this  Court  that  there  ia  an  action  pending  at  law  between 
him  and  the  Defendants  in  possession,  which  will  try  the 
nght  as  between  him  and  them.    There  is  certainly  no 
avennent  in  the  bill  (it  is  contrary  to  the  &ct,  and  there- 
fore could  not  be  averred),  that  any  proceeding  in  a  court 
of  law  is  pending  as  to  the  estates  in  question.    Lord  Talbot 
is  now  attempting  to  establish  his  right  to  the  peerage  in 
the  House  of  Lords,  and  he  says  that  will  be  a  step  towards 
establishing  his  right  in  the  ejectment 

An  analogous  case  has  occurred  to  me  which  certainly 
niight  arise,  and  I  believe  has  actually  arisen — the  case  of 
a  devise  to  an  executor  simjdy,  no  executor  being  named  in 
the  will,  and  th^  another  instrument  naming  the  executor, 
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1858.        and  litigation  pending  in  the  Eoclesiastioal  Court  to 

^T^^^^      tain  who  is  the  executor.  You  would  be  obliged  to  go  to  the 

(^^U        Ecclesiastical  Court  to  make  yourself  out  exeoutor;  but  you 

HoPB  SooTT.  are  executor  before  probate,  and  therefore  you  cduld  bring 

Jut^mmu,     your  action  before  the  suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  was 

determined  in  your  favour ;  and  I  apprehend  that  if  you 

applied  to  this  Court  to  protect  the  real  estate  pending  that 

suit,  this  Court  would  say  that  an  action  ought  to  be  brought, 

and  would  require  to  be  satisfied  that  there  was  boni  fide 

litigation  at  law,  between  you  and  the  parties  claiming 

adversely,  to  establish  your  right  to  the  proper^  which  you 

seek  to  have  protected. 

I  think  if  it  stood  on  that  narrower  ground,  which  I  do 
not  rest  it  on,  because  the  broader  grounds  are  sufficient, 
there  would  be  considerable  difficulty  in  supporting  this 
bUl  against  the  demurrer. 

Before  leaving  the  subject  of  the  demurrer  I  ought  to 
notice  that  there  is  another  singular  token  of  weakness 
in  the  statement  of  the  Plaintiff's  tiUa  I  commented 
upon  his  having  that  long  and  difficult  title  to  make  out, 
but  in  the  prayer  he  prays  that  the  rents  of  the  estates  and 
the  proceeds  of  the  timber  sold  by  the  Defendants  may  be 
secured  **  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiff,  or  the  person  or 
persona  who  shaU  befovmd  entided  to  the  same.'*  That  is 
a  singular  instance  of  weakness  in  stating  the  tiUa 

I  come  now  to  the  plea  The  plea  is  to  that  portion  of 
the  bill  which  seeks  for  a  receiver  in  respect  of  certain 
estates  vested  in  the  Defendants  Mr.  Hope  Scott  and  Mr. 
Serjeant  BeUasis,  as  trustees  for  whoever  may  eventually 
be  shown  to  be  Earl  of  Shrewsbury,  and  as  such  entitled 
under  the  original  Act  to  those  estate&  I  apprehend  it  is  a 
good  plea.  You  ask  to  have  certain  relief  against  me, 
certain  accounts  of  rents  and  profits,  and  other  relief  of 
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that  deflcription,  on  the  ground  that  you  are  the  heir.   You        1858. 
could  not  maintain  the  case  if  you  were  not  the  heir.    You       tauoiT 
could  not  come  here  as  amicus  curis.    I  plead  that  you  are       C^*'^) 
not  heir.  Hops  Scott. 

JudgmmiL 

The  Plaintiff  says^  "  That  is  not  my  equity.  My  equity  is, 
that  the  thing  is  in  contest  I  aver  that  I  am  heir ;  you  say 
lam  not ;  and  whilst  the  thing  ia  in  contest  I  want  to  have 
tiie  property  preserved :  and  to  say  that  I  am  not  heir,  is 
onlyrepeating  what  I  have  said  in  the  bill.  I  have  said  in 
the  bill  that  you  deny  I  am  heir,  and  my  equity  is  founded 
upon  there  being  that  contest  between  us.''  But  if  it  rests 
upon  that,  then  all  the  arguments  previously  applied  to  the 
demurrer  apply  to  the  plea.  If  you  profess  to  rest  upon 
thifi^  that  during  the  contest  the  Courts  simply  on  the  ground 
of  the  existence  of  acontest^  will  take  possession  of  the  pro- 
perty, I  apprehend  that  alone  will  not  do,  if  the  Defendant 
by  way  of  defence  to  the  whole  litigation  says,  I  am  pre- 
pared to  prove,  in  the  progress  of  this  cause,  that  you  have 
not  the  slightest  interest  in  the  question  at  issue,  and  that 
you  are  not  ia  a  condition  to  maintain  the  bilL  A  negative 
plea  of  no  heir  is  admitted  to  be  a  good  plea  in  all  casea  I 
apprehend  that  the  reason  the  plea  is  not  usually  put  in, 
that  you  are  not  next  of  kin,  when  you  apply  for  a  receiver 
pendente  lite  ia  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  is,  that  with 
regsiid  to  the  question  of  receivership  the  thing  would  be 
wholly  inoperativa  It  appears  to  me,  that,  on  replying  to 
the  plea>  the  suit  is  not  out  of  court, — ^the  suit  is  in  liti- 
gation, the  Court  is  master  of  all  the  fiacts,  and  knows  that 
there  is  a  question  to  be  tried,  and  with  regard  to  perso- 
nal estate  grants  a  receiver,  if  it  thinks  it  right  under  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  case. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  a  good  plea  in  law  to  the  bill. 
I  cannot  conceive  any  more  complete  defence  to  a  bill 
than  to  say,  'You,  the  person  suing  me,  asking  me  to 
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JvdgmetU. 


answer  and  litigate  with  you  certain  questions,  are  an  utter 
stranger  and  have  no  interest  whatever  in  the  matter.' 
You  may  reply  to  that,  *  I  shall  prove  the  contrary ;'  there 
will  then  be  a  contest,  and  an  interlocutory  application  may 
be  made  during  that  contest 

With  regard  to  the  plea  being  overruled  by  the  voIuntaTy 
answer,  I  do  not  think  I  can  hold  that  to  be  the  caae,  since 
it  is  an  answer  in  support  of  the  plea.  If  the  answer  dis- 
covered anything  which  these  Defendants  refuse  to  dis 
cover,  that  would  be  an  oveiruling  of  the  plea ;  here,  I 
apprehend,  there  is  no  overruling  of  the  plea. 

That  was  the  only  objection  urged  to  the  form.  I  am 
bound  to  say  that  I  have  not  looked  carefully  into  the  fonn 
myself,  but  I  have  taken  it  for  granted  that  the  counsel 
have  done  so,  and  have  found  no  other  objection  to  be  made. 

I  must  allow  both  the  demurrer  and  the  plea;  but  I  give 
leave  to  amend  as  to  the  plea  As  to  the  demurrer,  if  any 
bon&  fide  case  can  be  raised  about  the  timber,  it  would  be 
a  proper  case  to  amend  (a). 


Minuie  of 
Decree, 


Demubbeb  allowed :  Plea  also  allowed,  but  with  liberty  to  amend 
80  much  of  the  bill  as  was  coyered  by  the  plea. 


(«)  The  PhuntiflrB  ooonsel  said 
they  could  not  suggest  that  the 


bill  could  be  amended  in  this 
respect. 


Ml 
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In  The  Same  Cause.  ^^  j^ 


iR  R6U,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Shapter,  Q.C.,  now  moved  for  JurmUctioi^^ 
a  receiver  of  all  the  estates  comprised  in  the  Acts  43  Geo.  der/or,  agakut 
8,  and  6  &  7  Vict,  or  either  of  them,  except  such  as  had  ^1^^^^^ 
bem  sold  pursuant  to  those  Acts.  „^  , 

^  Where  by  Act 

of  Parliament 

They  rested  their  application  upon  the  ground  that  the  veetedlntoTia. 
Defendants  being  trustees  under  those  Acts,  for  whoever  ^^^  ^' 
should  eventually  establish  his  claim  to  the  Earldom,  had  Bui^t  thereto 

upon  troats 

giTen  noUoe  to  the  tenants  to  pay  the  rents  to  themselves*  annexing  the 
not  in  that  character,  not  as  trustees,  impartially,  for  the  JiSy*to  ^e^" 
claimant  who  should  be  adjudged  entitled  under  those  «j^ldom  of 
Acts,   but    as    trustees  for  a  particular  claimant,  Lord  and  the  last 
Edmund  Howard,  claiming  under  the  will  of  the  late  todisentaifand 
EarL    They  were  not  holding,  nor  did  they  profess  to  hold,  ^^^ 
an  even  hand  ;  and  on  that  ground,  notwithstanding  their  to  the  earldom 
high  character,  the  Plaintiff  mistrusted  them.  tnutees  upon 

trost  for  a  par- 
ticular claim- 

Mr.  James,  Q-C,  Mr.  Cairns,  Q.G,  and  Mr.  C.  HaU,  ^^^ 
for  the  Defendants,  the  trustees,  opposed  the  motion,  citing  oepted  that 
Baimbrigge  v.  Badddey  (a),  claimed  to  re- 

oeiYe  the  rents 
in  that  charao- 

At  the  same  time  they  offered  to  give  an  undertaking  **''P*?$^, 

on  behalf  of  the  Defendants  to  accoxmt  for  the  rents  re-  the  Plaintiff  to 

oeived  and  to  be  received  by  them.  ^Jaim  ^  ^^ 

earldom, — ar^ 
oeiyer  was  or- 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.C.,  in  reply. — ^A  simple  undertaking,  as  deredofthees- 
proposed,  to  account  for  the  rents  would  not  meet  the  case,  vested  in  the 

trustees,  of 
which  the 
tenants  were 
Dot  paying  rent  to  them;  and  the  Defendants  were  put  upon  an  undertaking  as  to  the  rest, 
npoQ  tibe  ground  that  the  trusts  they  had   accepted  under  the  will  were  in  conflict  with 
tbe  prior  trusts  upon  which  they  held  the  estates. 

(a)  13  Beav.  355;  S.C,  3  M'N.  k  Got.  413. 
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Talbot 
(Earl) 

V. 
HOPK  SOOTT. 


There  should  be  a  further  undertaking,  not  in  any  way  to 
deal  with  the  estates  otherwise  than  in  aooordanoe  with 
the  trusts  of  the  Acts  under  which  they  are  held  by  the 
Defendants.  If  such  an  undertaking  be  withheld,  the 
Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  receiver  as  to  the  whole  of  the 
estates  to  which  the  motion  extends.  And  in  any  case 
there  should  be  a  receiver  as  to  all  such  of  the  estates  as 
are  in  the  possession  of  tenants  who  are  not  paying  rents 
to  the  Defendants. 


Judgment        YiCE-ChANCELLOB  SIB  W.  PAGE  WOOD: — 

This  is  not  by  any  means  the  ordinary  case  of  a  person 
who  claims  an  adverse  interest  having  the  legal  estate  cast 
upon  him.  Here  the  trustees,  Mr.  Hope  Scott  and  Mr. 
Seijeant  BeUaeis,  had  the  legal  estate  before  the  decease 
of  the  late  EarL  That  is  perfectly  dear  upon  the  Acts 
43  Oeo.  3,  and  6  &  7  Vict  The  estates  are  vested  in  the 
trustees  in  fee,  upon  the  trusts  declared  by  those  Acts. 
That  being  so,  it  is  not  the  case  of  a  person  who  claims  a 
beneficial  or  adverse  interest,  having  the  legal  estate  after- 
wards cast  upon  him ;  but  it  is  this : — ^Two  persons,  being 
trustees  for  the  rightful  Earl  of  Shrewsbury,  have  chosen 
to  accept  another  trust,  which  makes  it  their  business  and 
(as  they  may  conceive)  their  duty  to  avoid  discovering  that 
person, — ^in  other  words,  to  avoid  the  very  duty  which  it 
was  incumbent  upon  them  under  their  original  trust  to 
discharge. 


The  only  difficulty  I  find  is  this :— If  Lord  TaXbot  had 
come  nearer  to  establishing  his  title,  I  should  have  felt 
very  little  hesitation  in  appointing  a  receiver  over  all  the 
estates  to  which  this  motion  extends.  But  he  has  not  yet 
established  his  title.  There  are  difficulties  in  the  way  of 
his  establishing  it    He  states  very  fairly  what  those  diffi- 
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culties  are.  And  having  rc^^ard  to  bis  position  in  that 
respect,  it  seems  to  me  that  if  the  trustees  are  accumulating 
the  rents,  of  which  they  are  in  the  receipt^  the  right  course 
will  be,  as  to  the  estates  of  which  they  are  in  receipt  of  the 
rents,  to  be  content^  until  the  hearing,  with  an  undertaking 
on  their  part  not  in  any  way  to  dispose  of  the  rents  and 
profits  without  the  leave  of  the  Court  As  to  the  rest  (if 
any)  there  should  be  an  inquiry  and  a  receiver,  but  with 
liberty  for  the  trustees  to  propose  themselves^  because  it 
may  be  advantageous  that  all  should  be  received  by  the 
same  hand 


IBM. 

Talbot 
(Earl) 

9. 

Hops  Soott. 


Having  regard  to  the  infirmity  of  the  Plaintiff's  title» 
that  is  as  fiir  as  I  ought  to  interfera 

The  Plaintiff  should  give  a  sunilar  undertaking  as  to 
what  he  may  have  received. 


Tm  Defendants  Hope  Seoit  and  BeUasis  nndertaking,  aa  to  the  es- 
tates eomprised  in  the  Acts  43  Geo.  3  and  6  &  7  Vict.,  or  either  of 
them,  except  such  as  have  been  sold  pursuant  to  those  Acts,  not  to  deal 
whh  the  net  rents,  after  deducting  the  expenses  of  management  and 
the  charges  created  prior  to  the  decease  of  the  late  Earl,  withont  leave 
of  the  Coart»  otherwise  than  by  investing  and  sficnmnlating  the  same 
in  their  joint  names  until  the  hearing,  and  the  Plaintiff  undertaking 
in  the  same  way,  let  there  be  an  inquiry  at  chambers  whether  any  and 
which  of  sach  estates  are  or  is  now  in  the  possession  of  tenants  who 
are  not  now  paying  rents  to  the  said  Defendants ;  and  appoint  a  re- 
eei?er  of  such  estates,  if  any,  with  liberty  for  the  said  Defendants  to 
propose  themselves. 


Mmmteof 
Order. 
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^{^^^ '  LAWRIE  V,  BANKES. 

Jan.  19tA  #      T 

29ih.        XN  the  year  1853,  Mr.  Bankes,  then  a  mmor  aged  seven- 

^^{ThTA*^^^  teen,  applied  to  the  trustees  of  his  grandfether's  will  to 

Affeni^Pro-    purchase  for  him  a  commission  in  the  army;  and  for  that 

ceeda  of  Sale  of '^  ,  . 

Commiuiofk^  purpose,  and  for  the  purpose  of  his  outfit,  to  raise  a  suffi- 
Ufm^adT  cient  sum  of  money  by  a  sale  of  a  portion  of  a  trust  fond 
*'^^^  in  which  he  had  a  contingent  interest  in  the  event  of  his 
Army  agents  surviving  his  father,  and  out  of  which  the  trustees  had  a 
sonablesmns  of  power,  in  the  usual  form,  to  raise  money  for  his  maintenance 
n^OT  ^ihe  *^^^  advancement  in  life.  The  trustees  consented;  raised 
assurance  that  1  300Z.  by  Sale  of  a  portion  of  the  trust  fund ;  expended 

hereqmred  ,   .       ,  ,  *.  ...  .,  , 

them  for  regi-  840!.  lu  the  puTchase  of  a  commission  in  a  regiment  then 

^Ms— ^w,  in  stationed  in  Irela/nd,  and  the  remainder  in  providing  his 

^ndL^titl^  outfit.    The  commission  was  purchased  on  the  15th  of 

to  a  Uen  for  the  October,  1853. 

amonnt  upon 
the  proceeds  of 

^L^d^ra!"*  Ill  January,  1854,  Mr.  Bankea,  being  still  a  minor,  sold 
beL"*fcwd°'  his  commission,  and  the  purchase  money  (840Z.)  was  paid 
with  notice       to  the  Plainti£^  the  agent  in  Eriglomd  of  the  regiment 

of  any  impro- 
priety in  the 

rniOa^fidM^Ltt  Conflicting  claims  to  the  purchase  money  were  set  up ; 
the  transao-  firgt,  by  Mr.  BauJces,  who  brought  an  action  against  the 
Plaintiffs;  secondly,  by  the  Defendants,  the  Canes,  the 
^^^J^^^  -  agents  in  Ireland  of  the  regiment,  who  claimed  a  charge 
Advancement—  thoreou  for  various  sums  of  money,  amounting  to  1 40Z.  1 4a.  2(i. 
Commission^  advanced  by  them  to  Mr.  Bankes;  and  thirdly,  by  the 
—R^^Pro-  trustees,  who  insisted  that  the  purchase  money  in  question 
«eA— Fraud     ^^g  g^jn  gubject  to  the  trusts  of  the  will     Under  these  cir- 

on  I'owtr    '  " 

Tnutees, 

Proceeds  of  the  sale  by  an  infant  of  his  commission  in  the  army,  purchased  three  months 
previously  at  his  request  by  his  trustees,  under  a  power  to  raise  money  for  his  maintenance  and 
advancement  out  of  a  fund  in  which  he  had  only  a  contingent  interest — Held^  in  the  absence 
of  fraud,  to  belong  to  the  infant,  although  the  trustees*  object  in  exercising  the  power  had 
failed  ab  initio. 
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eamstancefl,  the  Flaintiff  filed  a  bill  of  interpleader,  and        1857. 
for  an  injunction,  which  was  granted  ;  and,  pursuant  to  an 
order  in  the  cause,  the  ffond  was  paid  into  court 


Two  petitions  were  then  presented  in  the  cause,  the  one 
by  the  Ccmes,  for  payment  of  the  1402.  ]4«.  2d,  the  other 
by  Mr.  Bankes,  who  had  attained  twenty-one,  for  payment 
of  the  balance  of  the  fund  in  courts  now  reduced  by  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  of  the  suit  to  6422.  08.  lid.  Consols,  and 
492.  40L  Id  cash. 

The  Ccmes,  by  an  affidavit  in  support  of  their  petition, 
stated  the  drcumstances  under  which  the  debt  to  them  was 
contracted     They  deposed  that  it  was  the  custom  of  the 
Irish  agents  of  regiments  stationed  in  Ireland  to  cash  the 
drafts  of  the  officers  on  the  English  agent  of  the  regiment^ 
and  the  sums  which  so  became  due  from  the  officers  of  the 
local  agents  were  considered  as  regimental  debts ;    that 
accordingly,  in  December  1853,  they  had  ca^ed  four  drafts 
of  the  Defendant  Bankes  for  sums  amounting  to  1602.,  part 
of  which  the  Defendant  informed  them  he  required  to  pur- 
chase horses  to  take  with  him  to  join  his  regiment^  and  the 
rest  802.  to  enable  him  to  join  his  regiment  at  Du/ndalk; 
that,  under  Her  Majesty's  orders  and  regulations  for  the 
army,  regimental  agents  are  entitled  to  deduct  from  the 
money  in  tiieir  hands  belonging  to  any  officer  of  the  regi- 
ment the   amount  due  from  such  officer  for  regimental 
firtxyppages  and  debts,  whether  such  officer  is  or  is  not  a 
mbor,  and  without  any  necessity  for  his  consent  or  concur- 
rence ;  and  that  the  sums  which,  under  the  circumstances 
aforesaid,  were  due  to  them  from  Bankes  for  regimental 
stoppages  and  debts,  amounted,  at  the  date  of  the  sale  of 
bis  commission,  to  1582.  38.  5c2.,  since  reduced  by  credits 
for  his  pay  as  comet  to  1502.  148.  2c2.,  the  amount  now 
cWmed  by  their  petition. 


SUUemenl. 


U4 

1867. 
Lawbis 

V. 
BjkKKB& 

Staiemeni, 
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The  trustees  filed  an  affidavit  in  opposition  to  both 
petitions,  stating  that  the  Defendant  Bankes  had  never 
served^  and  that  transactions  had  come  to  their  knowledge 
which  led  them  to  believe  that  he  never  intended  to  make 
the  army  his  profession,  but  that  his  real  intention  was  to 
obtain,  by  the  sale  of  his  commission,  money  for  other  pur- 
poses. They  also  stated,  that  the  sums  borrowed  by  the 
Defendant  Bcmkes  of  the  petitioners,  the  Cornea,  had  not 
been  expended  by  him  for  the  purposes  for  which  he  pro- 
fessed to  borrow  them,  but  in  part  in  relieving  himself  from 
his  embarrassments. 


Both  petitions  now  came  on  for  hearing. 


J>^^th.  Mr,  WiUcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Bromhead,  for  the  Cornea,  in 
Argumeiu.  support  of  the  first  petition,  contended,  that,  having  regard 
to  the  orders  and  regulations  for  the  army,  as  deposed  to 
by  the  petitioners,  and  to  the  representations  made  to  them 
by  the  Defendant  Ba/nJcea,  when  he  obtained  from  them 
the  sums  in  question,  those  sums  had  been  properly  ad- 
vanced, and  the  petitioners  were  entitied  to  a  lien  for  the 
amount  upon  the  fund  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  com- 
mission, whether  the  residue  of  that  fund  belonged  to 
BavJeea,  or  was  still  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  will 

Mr.  ComTia,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  H.  Stevena,  for  the  Defendant 
Bomkea,  if  the  fund  was  his,  were  desirous  that  the  pe- 
titioners should  be  paid. 

Mr.  i2.  R.  A.  HoAJohkia,  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C, 
for  the  trustees  : — 


The  fund  out  of  which  the  13002.  had  been  raised  was 
trust  money,  in  which  Ba/nkea  would  have  no  interest  un- 
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less  he  survived  his  fieither,  who  was  still  alive.  The  money 
speot  in  puidiasing  ihe  commission,  which  was  sold  as  soon 
as  purchased,  had  not  been  required  for  the  purposes  for 
which  alone  the  trustees  had  a  power  to  raise  money.  The 
oitiie  proceeds  of  the  sale  oughts  therefore,  to  have  been 
restored  to  the  trust  The  sums  borrowed  by  Ba/nkea  of 
the  petitioners  were  not  expended  for  the  purposes  for 
which  he  had  professed  to  borrow  them,  nor  could  they 
have  been  required  for  such  purposes,  the  trustees  having 
previously  expended  460{.  upon  his  outfit  That  transao* 
tioD,  therefore,  as  well  as  the  sale  and  the  original  purchase 
of  Uie  commission,  was  what  this  Court  would  consider 
fraudulent^  and  the  daim  of  the  petitioners  to  a  lien  would 
not  be  allowed. 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 


1857. 


ii^  vfftmttiUm 


Vici-Chancellor  Sib  W.  Page  Wood:— 

The  question  seems  to  turn  on  the  army  regulation  de- 
posed to  by  the  petitioners,  that  a  regimental  agent  is 
entitled  to  deduct  from  money  in  his  hands,  belonging  to 
any  officer  of  the  regiment^  the  amotmt  due  from  the  officer 
for  regimental  stoppages  and  debts,  whether  the  officer  is  or 
is  not  a  minor,  and  without  any  necessity  for  his  consent  or 
concurrence.  And  it  appears  to  be  admitted,  that  the  pro* 
ceeds  of  the  sale  of  a  commission  must  pass  through  the 
hands  of  the  rf^^ental  agent. 


Jfidgmemi, 


In  cases  like  this,  the  Court  must  always  consider  the 
hooa  fides  of  the  transaction ;  and  if  it  appear  that  an 
officer,  not  being  of  age,  has  applied  to  the  agent  for  a 
reasonable  sum  for  the  purchase  of  a  horse,  and  for  another 
sum,  not  unreasonable  in  amount,  to  enable  him  to  join  his 
^ment,  such  sums  would  be  properly  payable  out  of  the 
regimental  fund. 

VOI*  IV.  L 
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1857. 


JudgmaU, 
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Here  the  trustees  had. placed  the  minor  in  the  army. 
The  agent  could  only  look  to  the  position  he  filled  in  the 
anny ;  and  it  appears  to  me,  that,  unless  the  agent  can  be 
fixed  with  notice  of  any  impropriety  in  the  sale  of  the  com- 
mission, he  is  entitled  to  retain  what  is  due  to  him  for 
advances,  like  the  present,  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale. 

The  lien,  therefore,  of  the  petitioners,  the  Canes,  must 
be  established;  and,  the  fund  being  in  court,  they  are  en- 
titled to  an  order  for  payment  out  of  the  fond  of  the 
amount  claimed  by  their  petition. 

Ordered  accordingly. 


The  petition  of  the  Defendant  Ba/nkes  stood  over  to 
enable  that  Defendant  to  file  an  affidavit  in  reply  to  that 
of  the  trustees ;  and  an  affidavit  was  subsequentiy  filed 
by  him,  in  which  he  denied  the  statement  of  the  trus- 
tees, "  that  he  had  never  intended  to  make  the  army  bis 
profession,  and  that  his  real  intention  was,  to  obtain  by 
the  sale  of  his  commission,  money  for  other  purposes ; " 
and  deposed  in  effect  as  follows :  That  he  was  very  de- 
sirous of  obtaining  a  commission  and  making  the  army 
his  profession ;  that  it  was  in  consequence  of  that  desire 
that  he  had  applied  to  his  trustees  to  raise  the  money ; 
that  in  the  letter  firom  the  Horse  Otux/rda,  announcing 
his  appointment,  he  was  informed  that  it  was  necessary 
he  should  report  himself  to  the  officer  in  command,  and 
join  the  corps  on  or  before  the  14th  of  December;  that 
accordingly,  before  the  14th  December,  he  proceeded  to 
DundaUc,  where  the  raiment  was  stationed,  and  reported 
himself  to  the  officer  in  command  of  the  regiment,  and 
explained  to  him  that  he  had  several  matters  to  arrange 
and  settle  be&re  he  could  enter  upon  his  duties,  and  ob- 
tained leave  of  absence  for  that  purpose  for  two  months ; 
that  the  matters  which  he  so  required  time  to  adjust  were 
certain  pecuniary  liabilities  which  he  had   incurred   in 


CASES  m  CHANCERY. 


147 


ZofMion,  and  in  respect  of  which  he  was  at  that  time  being 
sued  in  the  courts  of  law  in  Dublin,  and  for  which,  as  he 
had  not  then  the  means  of  payment^  there  appeared  a  pro- 
bability of  his  being  arrested ;  that  just  previously  to  the 
expiration  of  the  two  months  leave  of  absence  he  again 
reported  himself  to  the  commanding  officer,  and  applied 
for  further  leavet,  when  he  was  told  it  was  impossible  to 
gnmt  him  any  further  leave,  and  if  he  absented  himself 
▼ithout  leave^  his  commission  would  become  forfeited; 
thftt  under  these  circumstances,  and  knowing  he  should 
certainly  be  arrested,  he  was  advised  to  and  did  send  in  the 
neoessary  application  to  have  his  commission  sold,  and  the 
same  was  sold  accordingly ;  and  that  shortly  afterwards  he 
was  arrested  and  lodged  in  prison,  at  Dvhlm.  He  further 
deposed,  that  the  fact  of  his  being  in  pecuniary  embarrass- 
ments at  the  time  when  his  commission  was  purchased,  was 
well  known  to  his  trustees,  he  having  frequently  consulted 
Mr.  Lloyd  (the  partner  of  one  of  the  trustees  in  a  firm 
employed  by  the  trustees  as  their  solicitors,)  upon  the  sub- 
ject of  such  liabilities ;  ihsX  it  was  his  intention  to  make 
the  army  his  profession,  and  to  have  continued  in  the 
regiment,  and  the  only  reason  for  his  selling  out  was  to 
avoid  a  forfeiture  of  his  commission,  which  he  understood 
wodd  be  the  consequence  if  he  were  arrested. 


is^s. 


SkOmeiU. 


This  petition,  now  coming  on  again  for  hearing,  Mr. 
Cokmsy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  H.  Stevens,  for  the  petitioner,  con- 
tended, that,  upon  the  affidavitcf,  the  petitioner  must  be 
taken  to  have  procured  the  advancement  from  his  trustees 
bond  fide,  and  with  the  intention  of  remaining  in  the  army ; 
and  as  the  trustees  knew  of  his  embarrasment  when  the 
purchase  was  made,  the  suggestion  of  firaud  fell  to  the 
gronnd  Then,  the  purchase  having  been  actually  made, 
and  the  petitioner  having  joined  his  regiment^  the  com- 
Dussbn  became  his  absolute  property, 

L  2 


Ja>Ll9th. 
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The  VICE-CHANCELLOR — ^The  cases  on  apprenticeship 
are  somewhat  analogoiis;  but  in  those  cases  the  apprentice- 
ship had  actually  commenced,  and  taken  effect  to  a  certain 
extent,  and  had  only  terminated  by  some  accident.  Here  the 
peculiarity  is^  ihat  you  have  fiedled  of  your  purpose  ab  initio* 


Mr.  Cairns f  Q.  C. — ^The  moment  the  trustees  exercised 
their  power  to  advance  the  money,  it  was  as  if  they  had 
revoked  the  trusts  of  the  will  pro  tanto ;  they  ceased  to 
have  any  control  over  the  money  advanced.  In  all  these 
cases,  the  only  test  is,  was  there  fraud  ?  were  the  trustees 
kept  in  ignorance  of  firsts  material  for  them  to  know,  and 
which  had  they  known,  they  would  not  have  advanced  the 
money  ? 

[They  cited  XecAe  v.  Lord  Kihnorey  (a),  and  Hvrst  v- 
ToU(m  (6)]. 

The  Vicb-Chancbllor — Suppose  this  had  been  like 
Leche  V.  Lord  Kilmorey,  and  the  infant  had  been  pre- 
vented by  ill  health  from  entering  the  army  ? 


Mr.  Cairns,  Q.  C. — Then  I  admit  the  money  must  have 
gone  back  to  the  trustees;  but  here  the  commission  was 
actually  bought^  and  became  the  infant's  absolutely. 

Mr.  Ha/wkms,  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  for  the 
trustees,  contended,  that,  the  trustees  having  been  induced 
to  purchase  the  commission,  by  statements  and  representar 
tions  which  had  not  been  borne  out  in  &ci,  and  which 
amounted  to  what  this  Court  considers  fraud, — ^the  wm- 
mission  having  been  sold  almost  immediately  afterwards, 
and  before  the  petitioner  had  remained  a  day  with  his  regi- 
ment^— ^the  purpose  of  the  advance  having  failed  ab  initio, 

(a)  Turn.  &  Ross.  207. 
(&)  16  Sim.  620 ;  S.  C,  affirmed  on  appeal,  2  M'N.  &  Goid.  134 
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and  that  £sdlare  being  attributable  solely  to  the  acts  of 
the  petitioner  himself,  the  whole  transaction  was  a  firaud 
upon  the  power;  and  the  money  having  come  back  into  the 
control  of  the  Court,  the  trustees  were  boimd  to  claim  it 
The  petitioner  did  not  even  depose  that  he  had  joined, 
only  that  he  had  reported  himself 
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Mr.  CaimSy  Q.  C,  replied. 

The  Yice-Chancellor— Am  I  to  assume  that  the 
trustees  knew  of  his  debts  when  they  made  the  purchase  t 

Mr.  Ha/whma, — ^They  certainly  knew  of  his  debts,  and 
that  he  was  in  difficultiea  But  they  did  not  foresee  he 
would  do  as  he  has  dona 

The  Yics-Chancellob.— If  they  knew  of  his  debts,  I 
must  assume  them  to  have  known,  that,  by  the  rules  of  the 
anny,  he  could  not  remain  in  the  army  with  those  debts 
undischarged.  I  do  not  see,  therefore,  that  I  can  deal  witii  it 
as  a  question  of  firaud.  Ab  to  the  rest^  I  shall  look  into 
the  authorities,  especially  those  upon  apprenticeship. 

Judgment  reserved. 


Vice-Changellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

The  question  raised  by  this  petition  is,  whether  the 
trustees,  who  had  a  power  of  advancement  in  fieivour  of 
the  petitioner,  having  exercised  that  power  by  purchasing 
far  him  a  commission  in  the  army,  any  portion  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale,  which  took  place  very  shortiy  after 
the  commission  was  purchased,  ought  now,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances that  have  occurred,  to  be  returned  to  the 
trust 


JaiL%9ih, 
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JtidgmtiU. 


The  circumstanoeB  are  shortly  these : — ^The  young  man 
was  deeply  in  debt  at  the  time  of  the  purchasa  A  question 
was  raised^  whether  there  had  not  been  fraud  on  his  part 
in  applying  to  his  trustees  to  purchase  the  commission,  with 
the  view  and  object  of  afterwards  selling  it  and  obtaining, 
I)arily  for  himself  and  partly  for  his  ereditors,  the  benefit  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  I  think  that  suggestion  was 
entirely  displaced ;  because  it  appears  that  the  fact  of  the 
embarrassment  which  ultimately  occasioned  his  being  com- 
pelled, almost  immediately,  to  dispose  of  his  commission, 
was  communicated  by  the  minor  to  a  gentleman  who  is 
the  solicitor  and  partner  of  one  of  the  trustee&  It  is  not 
disputed  that  the  &ct  of  his  embarrassment  was  known  to 
the  trustees;  and  the  obstacle  which  occurred,  whether 
insurmountable  or  not,  being  known  to  them  when  the 
purchase  was  made,  they,  being  acquainted  with  all  the 
£eu^,  had  an  opportunity  of  ezerdsing  thear  discretion.  I 
do  not  see  anything  which  occasioned  the  sale  except  the 
&ct  of  the  young  man's  embarrassment.  And  I  do  not 
Uiink  that  there  was  any  predetermination  on  his  part  to 
obtain  the  commission  for  the  mere  purpose  of  sdling  it 


The  purchase  being  made,  he  is  directed  to  join  his  regi- 
ment He  does  join  it — ^for  he  reports  himself,  and,  so  far 
as  I  can  learn  from  those  who  are  informed  on  the  subject^ 
reporting  himself  and  obtaining  leave  of  absence  from  his 
commanding  officer,  is  unquestionably  joining.  Having 
joined,  he  obtains  leave  of  absence  for  two  months,  in  the 
hope,  if  possible,  of  settling  these  debt&  In  this  he  &iled ; 
the  debts  could  not  be  settled  ;  and  the  result  was,  that, 
without  conmiunicating  with  the  trustees  upon  the  sulject, 
the  commission  was  sold,  and  the  money  received  by  his 
anny  agent 


Pe  had  previously  obtaiped  advances  from  his  army 
agent  for  the  alleged  purpose  of  purchasing  his  outfit    It 
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does  not  appear  that  he  made  that  purchase.  But  I  do  not  istfs. 
tiiink  that  I  can  look  on  that  as  evidence  of  fraud  existing 
at  the  time  when  the  conunission  was  purchased.  Finding 
his  debts  were  greatly  pressing;  he  could  not  effect  the  ob- 
ject he  had  in  view;  and  some  portion  of  the  money  ad-  ***^ 
Taoced  by  the  army  agent  seems  to  have  been  applied 
towards  relieving  himself  from  his  embanrassm wts. 

With  regard  to  the  money  so  advanced  by  the  army  agents 
I  held  that  the  latter  had  a  lieu,  and  was  entitled  to  pay- 
ment of  the  amount  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  commission, 
vhich  reduced  the  fund  in  court  to  a  comparatively  small 
som.  The  petitioner  now  asks  that  the  costs  of  all  parties 
when  taxed  may  be  paid  out  of  that  fund,  and  the  baUnoe 
transferred  into  his  own  name. 

In  reserving  judgment^  I  was  anxious  to  examine  the 
mathorities  with  reference  to  apprenticeship,  and  I  have 
now  done  so.  Some  of  those  cases  appear  to  have  been 
brought  before  the  Court  in  a  singular  form.  There  seems 
to  have  bean,  in  the  minds  of  the  parties  appljdng  to  recover 
the  premiums,  a  degree  of  uncertainty  as  to  whether  the 
infant,  or  the  parent  or  other  person  making  the  advance, 
was  the  party  entitled  to  what  might  be  recovered.  In 
some  instances  the  tsMier  and  the  infant  joined  in  making 
the  application.  In  Hirst  v,  Tolaon  (a),  which  came  after- 
wards before  Lord  CoUenhcmi  (6),  the  mother,  who  had  ad- 
vanced the  money  joined  with  the  inf^t  as  Co-pUJntiff, 
showing  evidently  that  there  wi^b  some  npicertainty  a§  to 
the  exact  position  and  rights  of  the  Plaintiff  inter  se.  But 
I  find  no  specific  authority  upon  the  subject 

Under  these  circumstances,  looking  to  the  whole  of  the 
transaction,  the  commission  having  been  actually  purchased, 

(a)  16  Sim.  620.  Qi)  2  ]S^'N.  &  Gora.  134. 
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the  young  man  having  actually  joined  his  regiment,  and 
there  being  no  fraud  in  what  has  occurred,  it  appears  to  me 
that,  in  the  absence  of  any  direct  authority  to  the  contrary, 
I  must  hold  the  subsequent  sale  to  have  been  iot  his  h&a^ 
fit  Had  the  sale  been  occasioned  by  sickness  or  any  other 
cause  after  two  or  three  months'  service,  that  would  clearly 
have  been  the  result ;  and  although  unfortunately,  in  the 
events  that  have  occurred,  the  whole  benefit  intended  to  be 
derived  from  the  exercise  of  the  power  has  fiiiled,  yet^  the 
purchase  having  been  made  and  the  commission  vested  in 
the  young  man,  I  think  it  would  be  too  much  to  hold,  in 
the  absence  of  fraud,  that  the  proceeds  are  not  to  be  dealt 
with  as  his  property.  I  find  no  authority  precisely  in 
point;  but,  iipon  principle,  the  commission  having  once  be- 
come his,  and  fraud  not  being  proved,  the  proceeds  must 
be  taken  to  be  his  also. 


The  result  is,  that  there  muQt  be  an  order  according  to 
the  prayer  of  the  petition. 

Ordered  accordingly.    One  order  upon  both  petitions. 


/oii.  asrrf  #  SOAB  V.  FOSTER 

S8(A. 

j^^;S^Z  In  the  year  1840,  FiZMomirarrw,  deceased,  the  testator 
s^^_^J^^    in  the  cause,  married  the  Defendant  Eachd,  hk  deceased 

tiage  with^  since 

5  #  6  WUL  4,  c  64— iWcAoM  o/Sioekm  Jbmt  Name^^Pnmm^^iUm^Iieiulimff  Tnui/br  Pur- 

PurohaM  of  stock  in  the  names  of  the  pnxohaser  and  his  deceased  wife's  sister,  whom  (in 
form)  he  had  married  nnce  the  Act  5  &  6  Will.  4,  a  64  and  always  treated  as  his  wife— iTeU, 
not  to  raise  a  presumption  that  it  was  intended  as  an  adyancement  or  provision  for  her. 

The  authorities  haye  established  that  this  presumption  will  arise  where  a  purchase  is  made 
in  the  name  of  a  wife,  a  legitunate  child,  or  a  grandchild  whose  &ther  is  dead;  and  also^  as  it 
would  seem,  upon  a  purchase  made  in  the  name  of  an  illegilamate  child. 

Observations  on  Betk/ord  v.  Beckford,  Loffit,  490. 


Statement, 
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wife's  sist^Ca),  and  afterwards  purchased  6502.  Consols  in        1S58. 
the  joint  names  of  himself  and  the  Defendant  as  "  Rachel 
Harris,  his  wife." 

By  his  will,  in  1845,  the  testator  bequeathed  to  the  De- 
fendant Rachd,  in  the  will  described  as  ''  his  wife  Rachd 
Harris  "  (inter  alia),  the  interest  of  all  the  money  he  had 
in  the  public  funds,  for  her  life ;  and  "  at  the  death  of  his 
said  wife,"  he  bequeathed  all  the  principal  sums  of  money 
in  the  said  public  funds  to  the  Plaintiff  Mary  Jwihs  Soar, 
his  daughter  by  his  former  marriage,  and  he  appointed 
"  his  said  wife  Rachel  Harris"  sole  executrix  of  his  will 

At  the  time  of  his  death  (81st  January,  1846),  the  testator 
was  possessed  of  the  6502.  Consols  standing  in  the  joint 
names  of  himself  and  the  Defendant  RoAihd,  and  of  502. 
Consols  standing  in  his  own  name. 

After  the  testator's  death,  Ra^chd  married  the  Defendant 
Wmiam  Foster. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Soar  and  Mary  Ja/ne  his  wife, 
against  Foster  and  Rachd  his  wife ;  and  it  prayed  that  it 
might  be  declared  that  the  6502.  Consols,  as  well  as  the  60{. 
Consols,  formed  part  of  the  estate  of  the  testator  Ha/rris  at 
the  time  of  his  death  ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  Mary  JamA 
was  entitled  thereto  after  the  death  of  the  Defendant  Rachel; 
and  that  the  Defendants  might  be  decreed  to  replace  the 
650{w  Consols  (which  they  had  sold)  ;  and  for  other  conse- 
quential relief. 

(a)  Lord  Lyndhuntt  Act,  5  &  affinity  should  be  abeolutely  null 
6  Win.  4,  c.  54),  by  which  it  was  and  void  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
enacted  ^  that  all  marriages  which  poses  whatsoever,**  received  the 
should  thereafler  be  celebrated  be-  Royal  assent  on  the  31st  of  Au- 
tween  persons  within  the  prohibi-  gust,  1 835. 
^  d^irees  of  consanguinity  or 
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The  bill  admitted  that  the  testator  and  the  Defendant 
Raclid,  after  going  through  the  form  of  marriage,  oohabited 
together,  and  treated  one  another,  and  were  regarded  gene- 
rally by  others,  as  man  and  wife. 

Evidence  was  adduced  by  the  Defendants,  but  unsacoess- 
ftdly,  to  show  that  the  6502w  Consols  were  purchased  with 
Machd's  savings;  but  the  Court  was  of  opinion  that  they 
were  purchased  with  the  testator's  own  moneys. 


Afffumeiu.         Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  tT*.  H.  Law,  for  the  Plaintifis, 
contended  that  they  were  entitled  to  a  decree  as  prayed. 

They  relied  upon  the  general  rule,  that  where  a  purchase 
is  made  by  one  in  the  name  of  another,  or  in  the  name 
of  himself  and  another,  the  latter  is  a  trustee  for  the  pur- 
chaser. The  case  of  a  wife  was  exceptional;  and  had  the 
Defendant  Rachel  Foster  been  the  lawful  wife  of  Harris 
at  the  time  when  this  stock  was  purchased,  a  presumption 
might  have  arisen  that  it  was  intended  as  a  provision  or 
advancement  for  her  qud,  wife.  But  she  was  not  his  lawful 
wife.  The  marriage,  if  marriage  it  could  be  called,  was  in 
1840,  long  after  the  passing  of  Lord  Lyndhurst's  Act  (a), 
and  at  a  time  when  he  must  have  known  that  the  marriage 
was  simply  void.  Legally,  therefore,  although  of  course  not 
morally,  the  case  was  the  same  as  Rider  v.  Kidder  {b), 
where  the  purchase  was  made  in  the  name  of  the  purchaser 
and  a  woman  with  whom  he  cohabited,  and  in  such  a  case 
the  law  is  clear  that  the  presumption  does  not  arise :  Free- 
man  v.  Tathxmi{c)\  according  to  the  principle  oiEx  parte 
Pye  (cQ,  which  in  this  respect  was  analogous,  the  question 
is,  whether  there  is  a  legal,  not  whether  there  is  a  moral* 
obligation  to  make  the  provision  or  advancement 


(a)  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  54. 
(6)  10  Ves.  360. 


(c)  6  Hare,  829. 
\d)  18  Ves.  140. 


^HyUMMHh 
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Bat^  ansnmJTig  the  preBmnption  to  arise,  it  was  a  pre-        1858. 
sampdon  capable  of  being  rebutted  by  evidence  of  intention      ^^^ 
oontemporaneous  with  the  purchase:  Murless  v.  Fra/nk-      ^  ^^ 
Iin(a),  Benhow  v.  T(ywn8e7td  (&);  and  upon  the  evidence  in 
the  cause,  the  presumption,  if  any,  was  rebutted 

[They  cited  also  Deacon  v.  CoiquJumn  (c).] 

Mr.  Cavms,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  If.  Joseph,  for  the  Defendants : 

In  Rider  v.  Kidder  (d),  the  purchase  was  made  by  a 
married  man  in  the  names  of  himself  and  of  a  woman  with 
whom  he  was  living  in  adultery.  Here  it  was  admitted  by 
the  bill  that  the  parties  '*  treated  one  another  and  were 
regarded  generally  by  others  as  man  and  wif&''  In  such 
marriages  immorality  was  out  of  the  question,  and  neither 
Rider  v.  Kidder  nor  Freeman  v.  Tatham  (e)  could  apply. 

The  general  rule,  that  on  a  purchase  by  one  man  in  the 
name  of  another  the  nominee  is  a  trustee  for  the  purchaser, 
18  subject  to  exception  ''  where  the  purchaser  "  (to  use  the 
w(ffds  of  Lord  Eldov)  "  ia  under  a  species  of  natural  obliga- 
tion to  provide  for  the  nominee."  Where  that  i^  so,  the 
purchase  is,  prim&  facie,  a  provision  for  the  latter,  a^d  it 
is  necessary  to  repel  that  presumption  by  evidence  which 
shows  that,  at  the  time,  the  purchaser  intended  the  purchase 
for  his  own  benefit :  Per  Lord  Mdon,  in  Murleaa  v.  Frank- 
K»(/).  Legal  relationship  is  not  necessary  in  the  case  of 
children ;  nor  ia  it  in  cases  like  the  present :  it  is  sufficient 
if  there  be  recognition  and  treatment  of  the  parties  as  occu- 
pying the  supposed  relationship. 

The  Vicb-Chancellor. — That  doctrine  would  include  a 
case  of  mere  cohabitation. 

(a)  1  Swanst.  13.  (rf)  10  Ves.  360. 

(*>  1  M.  &  K.  506.  (*)  5  Hare,  337. 

(c)  2  Drew.  21.  (/)  1  Swanst.  17. 
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1858.  Mr.  Cai/ma,  Q.  C. — We  confine  ourselves  to  the  case  be- 

fore the  Court ;  and  we  say  the  Court  cannot  distinguish 
such  a  case  from  that  of  an  ill^timate  child  clearly  re- 
cognised as  a  child  by  the  party  making  the  advancement 
The  bill  says  these  parties  treated  one  another  as  husband 
and  wife.  In  Lord  Eldon'a  words,  the  purchaser  was 
imder  "  a  species  of  natural  obligation  to  provide  for  the 
nominee/' 

[They  then  proceeded  to  argue,  that,  assuming  the  pre- 
sumption to  have  arisen,  it  was  not  rebutted  by  any  of  the 
facts  in  evidence ;  and  they  further  contended,  thai;  even 
if  there  were  no  such  presumption,  the  evidence  showed 
that  the  stock  in  question  was  intended  by  the  purchaser 
as  a  provision  for  the  Defendant] 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 


Judgmmu.  Vicb-Chanckllor  Sir  W.  Pagb  Wood  fatter  stating 
the  £bm^  and  showing  that  it  was  impossible  to  contend 
that  the  money  with  which  the  stock  was  purchased  was 
other  than  the  money  of  WHUa/m  Ha/rris\  proceeded  as 
follows : — 

The  first  question,  therefore,  is  whether  a  purchase  in 
the  name  of  the  purchaser  and  of  a  woman  whom,  in  form, 
he  has  gone  through  the  ceremony  of  marrying,  but  who, 
as  he  must  be  taken  to  have  known,  could  never  become 
his  lawful  wife,  raises  such  a  presumption  that  the  purchase 
was  intended  by  him  as  a  provision  for  her  in  the  event  of 
her  surviving,  as  to  throw  the  onus  of  proof  upon  those  who 
assert  a  contrary  intention. 

It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  that  the 
question  was  independent  of  legal  relationship,  or  legal 


Judgment, 
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obligation  to  provide  for  the  party  in  whose  name  the        1858. 
purchase  is  made;  and  that^  in  the  absence  of  any  such       ^ax" 
relationship  or  obligation,  if  there  were  merely  a  moral       ^  ^' 
oUigatdon— or  such  facts  as  led  up  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  purchaser  had  a  moral  duty  incumbent  upon  him — ^to 
provide  for  the  party  in  question,  that  circumstance  alone 
would  be  sufficient  to  raise  a  presumption  that  the  pur- 
chase was  intended  as  a  provision,  and  would  throw  upon 
the  PIainti£&  the  onus  of  rebutting  that  presumption. 

The  rule  whioh  raises  a  presumption  of  this  nature  upon 
a  purchase  by  a  father  in  the  name  of  a  child  would  seem 
to  have  been  extended,  in  a  case  imperfectly  reported  in 
io^'s  Reports — ^ihat  of  Beckford  v.  Beckford  (a), — ^to  a 
purchase  in  the  name  of  an  illegitimate  child;  and  I  find  a 
reference  made  to  the  same  prmciple  in  a  case  which  came 
before  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce,  when  Yice-Chancellor, 
that  of  Currcmt  v.  Jdgo  (6),  where  the  parties  were  in  the 
relation  of  aunt  and  nephew.  There  it  was  admitted  on 
behalf  of  the  aunt^  who  was  the  Plaintiff,  that  she  and  her 
late  husband  had  maintained  and  educated  the  nephew, 
and  had  intended  to  provide  for  his  advancement ;  but  she 
contended,  that  the  presumption  which  arises  in  favour  of 
a  child,  in  the  case  of  a  purchase  by  a  father  in  his  child's 
name,  did  not  arise  where  the  party  purchasing  is  only  in 
loco  parentisw  The  Defendants,  the  representatives  of  the 
in£euitk  contended  that  the  presumption  did  arise  in  cases  of 
adopted  parentage,  and  cited  a  case  where  bonds  purchased 
by  a  grand&ther  in  the  name  of  his  infant  grandchildren, 
whose  {either  was  dead,  were  decided  to  be  provisions  for 
the  grandchildren  and  not  subject  to  a  resulting  trust  for 
the  purchaser  (c).  But  the  Vice-Chancellor  observed  upon 
^at^  "  There  the  &ther  was  dead.  Is  there  any  case  of 
gnuidfiskther,  father  and  son,  the  father  alive  1"    And  it  is 

(a)  Lorn,  490.    (b)  1  Coll.  261.    (c)  Ebrand  v.  Dancer,  2  Ch.  Ca.  26. 
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1858.        clear  from  his  judgment^  that,  although  taking  all  the  cir- 
cumstances of  that  case  together  the  learned  Judge  was  of 
opinion  that  the  property  formed  part  of  the  nephew's 
estate,  he  did  not  so  decide  upon  the  mere  ground  of  its 
Ju^metu.      jj^ijjg  g^  ogj^  q{  adopted  parentage. 

The  result,  therefore,  thus  far,  is,  that  the  presumption 
in  favour  of  a  provision  or  advancement  arises  in  the  case 
of  a  purchase  by  a  father  in  the  name  of  his  child;  that  it 
has  been  extended  in  the  one  instance  I  have  mentioned — 
the  case  in  Lofft,  to  which  I  shall  again  refer  presently,— 
to  a  purchase  in  the  name  of  an  illegitimate  child ;  and  that 
it  has  also  been  held  to  arise  where  there  has  been  a  pur- 
chase by  a  grand&ther  in  the  name  of  a  grandchild  whose 
father  is  dead. 

It  has  also  been  held  to  arise  where  there  has  been  a 
purchase  by  a  husband  in  the  name  of  his  wife.  But  as  to 
cases  of  that  class  the  authorities  are  very  few.  In  one, 
Kingdon  v.  Bridges  (a),  I  find  it  put  upon  a  somewhat 
different  ground  from  that  on  which  it  is  put  in  the  case  of 
a  child  or  grandchild ;  and  for  that  reason  I  shall  examine 
the  latter  ground  in  the  first  instance. 

In  Orey  v.  Orey  (6),  Lord  NoUvngham  makes  some  ob- 
servations which  have  a  material  bearing  upon  the  ground 
of  the  presumption  in  the  case  of  a  purchase  in  the  name  of 
a  child.  He  says,  "  Generally  and  prim&  fieusie,  a  purchase 
in  the  name  of  a  stranger  is  a  trust  [for  the  purchaser] 
for  want  of  a  consideration ;  but  a  purchase  in  the  name  of 
a  son  is  no  trust,  for  the  consideration  is  apparent  But  yet 
it  may  be  a  trust  if  it  be  so  declared,'"  in  the  manner 
which  he  mentions.  Then,  after  stating  that  in  the  case 
before  him  the  declarations  were  conflicting,  and  could  not 

(a)  2  Yern.  67.  HnghanCs  MSS.,  2  Swanst.  App. 

(&)  Reported  from  Lord  Not-      597;  S.  C,  1  Ch.  Ca.  296. 
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be  relied  on,  he  says,  "  Ergo,  there  being  no  certain  proof  1858. 
to  rest  on  as  to  parol  declarations,  the  matter  is  left  to  con- 
straction  and  interpretation  of  ]aw.  And  herein  the  great 
qnestion  is,  T^hetber  the  law  will  admit  of  any  constructive 
trust  at  all  between  father  and  son.  For  the  natural  con-  •"^^«»««. 
sideration  of  blood  and  affection  is  so  apparentiy  predomi- 
nant^ that  those  acts  which  would  imply  a  trust  in  a 
stranger,  will  not  do  so  in  a  son  ;  and  ergo,  the  fieither  who 
would  check  and  control  the  appearance  of  nature,  ought  to 
provide  for  himself  by  some  instrument  or  some  dear  proof 
of  a  declaration  of  trusty  and  not  depend  upon  any  impli- 
cation of  law;  for  there  is  no  necessity  to  give  way  to 
constructive  trusts,  but  great  justice  and  conscience  in 
restraining  such  constructions.  The  wisdom  of  the  common 
law  did  so,  for  all  the  books  are  agreed  on  this  point,  that 
a  feoffinent  to  a  stranger  without  a  consideration  raised  a 
use  to  the  feoffor;  but  a  feoffinent  to  the  son  without  other 
consideration  raised  no  use  by  implication  to  the  fiaiher, 
for  the  consideration  of  blood  settied  the  use  in  the  son, 
and  made  it  an  advancement  How  can  this  Court  justify 
itself  to  the  world  if  it  should  be  so  arbitrary  as  to  make 
the  law  of  trusts  to  differ  from  the  law  of  uses  in  the  same 
case?" 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  Lord  Nottimgham  thought 
there  was  a  considerable  analogy  between  the  principle  upon 
which  this  Court  presumes  a  purchase  in  the  name  of  a 
son  to  have  been  intended  as  an  advancement  for  the  son, 
and  the  doctrine  of  the  common  law  in  regard  to  uses; 
and  that^  as  upon  a  feoffinent  by  a  father  to  his  son  with- 
out other  consideration,  the  consideration  of  blood  settied 
the  use  in  the  son,  and  made  it  an  advancement,  prevent- 
ing a  resulting  use  by  implication  to  the  father;  so  upon 
a  purchase  by  a  father  in  the  name  of  his  son,  this  Court 
would  presume  an  advancement  to  have  been  intended  and 
would  not  imply  a  resulting  trust  for  the  father. 

VOL  IV.  M 
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1858.  How  the  doctrme  came  to  be  extended  to  the  case  of 

illegitimate  children  is  not  clear,  for  the  report  of  the  case 
in  Lofft  is  ezcesaiyely  confused,  and  all  that  is  given  of  the 
judgment  is  this : — ''  Note— As  I  understand,  the  Lord 
Chancellor  decreed  that  the  son  took  to  his  own  benefit^ 
and  not  in  trust''  And  I  find  no  other  authority  throwing 
any  light  upon  the  principle  on  which  it  was  so  extended. 

Then,  as  to  the  case  of  a  wife,  and  the  principle  upon 
which  the  Court  presumes,  that,  where  there  is  a  purchase 
in  the  joint  names  of  husband  and  wife,  the  purchase  is 
prima  facie  to  be  taken  as  a  provision  for  the  wife :  in  the 
case  of  Kvngdon  v.  Bridges  (a),  it  is  put  upon  the  ground 
that  the  wife  cannot  be  a  trustee  for  her  husband,  and 
therefore  it  shall  be  presumed,  prima  facie,  to  have  been 
intended  for  the  wife's  own  benefit 

In  a  note  to  that  case,  I  find  a  reference  to  some  others ; 
and  in  one  other  case  I  find  it  put  upon  the  ground  of 
natural  affection,  in  another  upon  the  same  ground  on  which 
Ki/agdon  v.  Bridges  was  decided,  viz.  that  the  wife  cannot 
be  a  trustee  for  her  husband.  But  I  find  very  little  other 
authority  as  to  the  doctrind  which  raises  this  presumption 
in  fiivour  of  a  wife. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  the  result  of  the  authorities 
is  this: — ^the  rule  which  raises  a  presumption,  that  a 
piurchase  in  the  name  of  another  was  intended  as  an  ad- 
vancement or  provision  for  the  latter,  so  as  to  preclude  a 
resulting  trust  firom  arismg  for  the  purchaser  until  that  pro* 
sumption  has  been  rebutted,  is  applicable  where  the  pur- 
chase was  made  in  the  name  of  a  legitimate  or  illegitimate 
child,  or  in  the  name  of  a  grandchild  whose  father  is  dead, 
or  in  the  name  of  the  wife  of  the  purchaser.     In  all  these 

(a)  2  Vern.  67. 


CASES  m  CHANCERY.  Ifil 

cases  the  rule  is  definite  and  clear,  that  the  purdiase  is        i858. 
prima  iade  to  be  taken  as  a  provision  or  advancement  for 
the  person  in  whose  name  the  purchase  has  been  made. 

But  when  I  come  to  the  case  now  before  me,  how  does  •''vw«<- 
the  matter  stand  ?  I  have  here  the  case  of  a  man  who 
must  be  taken  to  have  known  the  law,  that  no  man  could 
contract  a  vaHd  marriage  with  a  sister  of  his  deceased  wife. 
The  act  forbidding  such  marriages  had  been  passed  several 
years  previously,  and  the  questicm  had  been  so  much  dis- 
cussed in  public  that  he  must  not  only  be  presumed  to  have 
known,  but,  as  a  fact,  he  could  not  possibly  have  been 
ignorant  of,  the  law  in  reference  to  such  marriages.  Know- 
ing that,  he  contracts  ^  marriage  With  the  Defendant  who 
was  his  deceased  wife's  sister,  and  afterwards  purchases 
this  stock  in  their  joint  names.  Then  how  does  the  in- 
ference arise  that  the  purchase  was  intended  as  a  provision 
for  the  Defendant  ?  Not  upon  the  ground  of  his  being  under 
a  moral  obligation  to  provide  for  the  Defendant,  for  that 
argument  would  be  equally  applicable,  if,  instead  of  an 
invalid  marriage  of  this  description,  the  case  had  been  one 
of  Ingamy  by  a  person  represaiting  himself  to  be  unmarried. 
In  such  a  case  there  would  be  a  clear  moral  duty  incum- 
bent upon  the  person  supposed,  to  provide  for  a  woman 
whom  he  had  so  grossly  deceived.  The  same  argument 
would  apply  to  a  case  of  mere  cohabitation  without  any 
form  of  marriage  whatever.  Any  moralist  would  say,  that 
a  man  was  bound  to  make  provision  for  the  woman  with 
whom  he  had  so  cohabited.  But  it  would  be  impossible  for 
this  Court  to  hold,  if  in  either  of  the  cases  supposed  an  in- 
vestment had  been  made  by  the  man  in  the  names  of  him- 
self and  the  woman,  that,  upon  the  mere  ground  of  his 
being  xmder  such  moral  obligation,  the  purchase  could  be 
presumed  to  have  been  intended  by  him  as  a  provision  of 
advancement 

H   2 


162  CASES  EST  CHANCERT. 

1858.  The  la^r  has  confined  the  rule  as  to  a  presumption  of  this 

"^^      description,  to  certain  clear  and  definite  propositions  which 

^*  are  easily  understood ;  and  I  should  be  opening  a  veiy  wide 

field  if  I  were  to  hold  that  the  mere  circumstance  of  the 

Jnigment.  ceremony  of  marriage  having  been  gone  through  between 
persons  who  must  have  known  that  they  were  incapable  of 
contracting  a  valid  marriage,  raises  such  a  presumption  as 
to  the  intention  with  which  a  piurchase  of  this  description 
was  made,  as  to  throw  the  onus  of  proof  upon  those  who 
rely  upon  the  ordinary  rule  in  such  cases,  viss.  that  there  is 
a  resulting  trust  for  the  purchaser. 

Various  motives  might  be  suggested  as  leading  to  a  pur- 
chase of  this  description ;  and  there  is  no  necessity  to  resort 
to  the  supposition  that  it  was  intended  as  an  advancement 

That  being  so,  the  onus  of  proof  is  with  the  Defendants, 
to  show  that  the  purchase  was  intended  as  they  contend  it 
to  have  been. 

[His  Honour  then  examined  the  evidence,  and  held  that 
it  did  not  make  out  the  Defendants'  case  in  this  respect] 

The  Plaintifis,  therefore,  are  entitled  to  a  decree  (a). 


Mmuu  of  DscLABx  that  the  £650  Consols  in  the  pleadings  mentioned  be- 
Dtcret,  longed  to  and  formed  part  of  the  estate  of  the  testator  WUJUam  Harru 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  Mary  Jane  Soar  is  en- 
titled thereto  in  reversion,  after  the  death  of  the  Defendant  BacKd 
Potter;  and  declare  that  the  Defendant  WUUam  Foster  is  bound  to 
make  good  the  said  sum  of  £650  Consols. 

Obdxr  the  Defendant  to  transfer  the  same  into  court  within  threa 
calendar  months. 

(a)  See  fbrther,  as  to  children,      Bright*s  "Husband  and  Wife,** 
1  Ch.  Ca.  28, 296;  2  Id.  232;  and      vol.  1,  p.  32. 
as  10  a  wile,  the  cases  collected  in 
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1858. 


CHAPPELL  V.  HAYNES.  Feb.  iMf 

S(MA. 

A  SPECIAL  case.  Z'V^o/ 

Lombm — Cms- 

Jcrnies  Jesepk  was  a  fireeman  of  the  city  of  Londort,  qfDUinbuium 


and  was  possessed  of  three  undivided  fourth-parts  of  cer-  "^^^^^^ 
tain  leasehold  property,  held  for  a  term  of  years,  to  expire  ^^  n^^^'T 
in  1877 ;  and  by  his  will,  in  1843,  he  bequeathed  all  his  c.  is.  '  ' 
leasehold  property  to  his  wife  Eleanor^  for  her  sole  use  if  afte^anof 
dming  her  life.  ^^^ 

leaving  a  will, 
bat  without 

The  testator  died  in  the  same  year  without  issue,  leaving  haying  ap- 
tUoflMT  Jeaeph,  his  widow,  and  the  Defendants  his  two  ^^^  aomuch 
sirters  and  sole  next  of  kin.  :[^b^ 

not  dispoeed  of 

No  executor  having  been  named  in  the  will,  letters  of  most  be  dit- 
administraticm  with  the  will  annexed  were  granted  to  the  ^i^^^  the 
widow,  who  died  in  1854,  having  by  her  will  appointed  the  ^^f^ 
Plaintiff  her  executor,  who  proved  her  will.    Since  her  according  to 
death,  administration  de  bonis  non  with  the  will  of  James  Distnbation.^ 
Jes^h  was  granted  to  one  of  the  Defendanta  Bequest  of 

leaseholds  by 
a  freeman  of 

The  special  case  stated,  that,  accoiding  to  the  custom  of  ^^f^^i^^ 
Ae  dty  of  London,  the  personal  estate  of  an  intestate  fndnoexeou- 

f^        ''        ^  /  *^  tor  appointed 

^^enian  dying  leaving  a  widow  and  no  child,  was,  at  the  —Heii,  that 
i^espedive  times  of  the  deaths  of  •Aim€St7<6«^/i  and  iS^^  thet^"^ 
Wb  wife,  distributable  as  follows,  namely— one  half  to  the  f^Ss  to* 
widow,  and  the  other  half  to  the  administrator,  to  be  dis-  thecu»toin,and 

not  according 

posed  of  according  to  the  Statutes*of  Distribution.  to  the  Statutes 

ofDistribntion. 

9 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether, 
under  the  circumstances  above  stated,  the  remainder  «xpec- 
^t  upon  the  life  estate  of  the  widow  in  the  three  equal 
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1858.        undivided  fourth-parts  of  the  leasehold  premises  became 
Chappbll     distributable  according  to  the  custom  of  the  city  of  London, 


V, 

Hatneb. 


or  according  to  the  Statutes  of  Distribution. 


ArgrnnenL  Mr.  Renshaw,  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended  that  the  re- 
mainder  in  question  was  distributable  according  to  the 
custom.  Quoad  the  remainder,  the  testator  had  not  ex^- 
cised  his  statutory  power  under  11  Geo.  1,  c.  18,  s.  17. 
He  had  not  even  appointed  an  executor  as  ia  Pickford  v. 
Brown  (a).  As  to  the  remainder,  therefor^  he  had  in 
effect  died  intestate,  and  the  custom  applied. 

The  customs  of  London  and  York  do  not  require  abso- 
lute or  complete  intestacy;  but  wh^re  there  is  a  partial  will 
and  no  executor  is  appointed,  the  residue  is  subject  to  the 
custom :  Wheeler  v.  Sheer  (6). 

Feh.20th,  Mr.  Bristow,  for  the  Defendants^  contended  that  Ae 
remainder  was  distributable  according  to  the  Statutes  of 
Distribution,  and  not  according  to  the  custom.  The  test  is 
this — Is  there  in  the  will  a  disposition  of  the  properiy  in 
question  ?  If  so,  the  custom  is  ousted*  Hexe  there  is  such 
a  disposition.  The  property  is  bequeathed  to  the  widow 
during  her  life,  and  the  disposition  of  a  particular  interest 
in  the  whole-  ousts  the  custom.  In  Wheeler  v.  Sheer,  no- 
thing was  done  to  oust  the  custonou  Fitzgerald  y.  Fidd{c), 
and  Pickford  v.  Brovm  (a),  show  that  it  is  not  even 
necessary  to  dispose  of  any  part  of  the  beneficial  interest^ 
the  mere  appointment  of  an  executor,  who  takes  nothing 
beneficially,,  being  held  sufficient. 

[Walton  V.  Walton  (d)  and  JTilkinson  v.  Atkinson  (e) 
were  also  cited.] 

ia)  2  K.  &  J.  426.    (ft)  Moe.  302 ;  and  see  Wms.  on  Executors,  1312. 
(c)  1  Russ.  416.    (d)  14  Yes.  324.     (e)  Turn.  &  Buas.  256. 
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Ticb>Chanc£LLob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  ; — 

I  have  had  an  opportunity,  since  this  case  was  opened 
yesterday,  of  looking  into  the  authorities  upon  this  subject 
I  find  no  direct  authority  upon  the  precise  point  now 
raised;  but  upon  principle  the  question  is,  whether  the  tes- 
tator has  taken  the  case  out  of  the  custom,  by  effectually 
disposing  of  the  property  in  question.  If  not,  the  custom 
appliea 

The  authorities  have  determined,  and  I  have  so  held  in 
Pidcford  V.  Brown  (a),  that  where  the  testator  appoints  an 
executor,  the  will  operates  as  an  effectual  disposition  of  his 
entire  personal  property,  and  the  case  is  taken  out  of  the 
custom.  In  this  case  no  executor  has  been  appointed;  and 
although  the  testator  has  left  a  wiU,  by  which  he  has 
effectually  disposed  of  a  partial  interest  in  his  leasehold 
property,  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  will  has  not  operated 
upon  the  remainder  of  his  interest  in  that  property.  He 
does  not  attempt  to  make  any  disposition  of  the  term 
h^ond  the  life  interest  given  to  his  widow.  He  says  no- 
thing as  to  the  residue  after  the  determination  of  that 
life  interest  So  far  as  regards  that  residue,  he  has  not 
exercised  the  power  given  him  by  the  statute  (6),  and  the 
interest  of  which  he  has  not  disposed  remains  subject  to 
the  eastern. 


Bklabb,  that  the  remainder  in  question  is  distributable  according 
tothecnstomof  the  City  of  Imdan. 


Judgment, 


Minute  of 
Decree. 


(a)2K.&  J.426. 


(b)  11  Geo.  1,0.  18. 
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1856. 


J^e6. 22i.dL  HILL  V.  WALKER 

Exeetoor^  J  AMES  WALKER^  as  executor  of  his  mother  Jcwie 
H%»  Right  to  re-  Walker,  the  testatrix  in  this  caiise,  claimed  to  retain  out 
*^^2;;^^JJJ^  of  her  residuary  personal  estate  the  sum  of  4,800i.,  being 
moahT^    the  amount  of  certain  yearly  payments  erroneously  made 

— iVi^mmtf  by  him  to  the  testatrix,  from  February  1829,  T?hen  she 
;        became  a  widow,  until  her  death  in  1854s. 

An  exeontor  is 
entitled  to  re- 
tain his  debt,         The  bilL  filed  by  the  trustees  of  the  will  against  Jamfies 

although  bar-  , 

redbytheSta-  WoUceT  and  the  residuary  legatees,  prayed  inter  alia  that 
^M^dnring'^  it  might  be  determined  by  the  Court  whether  the  Defen- 
the  Ufetime  of   ^^^1,  JaTiMS  Walker  was  or  was  not  entitled  to  retain  the 

the  testator. 

Therefore,       ^aid  8Um. 
where  an  ese- 
cutor,  under  a  _  i    .  .  i  i  i 

mistake  of  It  appeared  m  evidence,  that  the  several  payments, 

yearly  pay.    ^  amounting  to  the  sum  in  question,  had  been  made  by  the 

testoteU  ^  Defendant  to  the  testatrix  under  the  mistaken  impression 

twenty.five  that  a  jointure  charged  by  her  marriage  settlement  upon 

to  her  death,  his  estates  amounted  to  8002.,  whereas,  upon  her  death,  he 

titl^to  re^  ^^^  *^®  ^"*  *"^®  discovered,   as   the  fact  was,  that  it 

the  amount  out  amounted  to  600?.  only. 

ofherresiduary  "^ 

estate. 

Contrary  dictum  of  Bayley^  J.,  in  M^CuUoch  v.  Dawes  (9  Dowl.  &  Ryl.  48),  disapproved. 

WiU—Codicil-^IUvocatim, 

Testatrix  by  her  will  bequeathed  a  sum  of  money  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  accumulate  for 
a  period  exceeding  what  the  law  allows,  and  to  pay  and  divide  the  principal  sum,  interest, 
and  accumulations  unto  and  amongst  a  certain  class,  with  a  power  of  advancement  in  favour  of 
sons.  By  a  codicil,  after  reciting  Siat  she  had  by  her  will  bequeathed  this  sum  upon  trust  to 
accumulate,  and  to  pay  and  divide  the  same  sum  and  all  accumulations  thereof  in  manner 
therein  mentioned,  she  directed,  that,  in  lieu  of  the  accumulation  and  disposition  made  thereof 
by  her  will,  the  trustees  should  accumulate  for  twenty-one  years  after  her  decease,  and  should 
stand  possessed  of  the  principal  money,  interest,  and  accumulations  upon  trust  for  such  of 
the  class  as  should  be  then  living.  The  codicil  £d  not  repeat  the  power  of  advancement,  but 
concluded  by  confirming  the  will  in  every  particular  in  which  the  same  was  not  thereby 
ahered : — HeM,  that  the  power  of  advancement  was  a  valid  and  subsisting  power,  and  was  not 
revoked  by  the  codicil. 


^  f^oimidWa 
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Mr.  A.  J.  Lewis  appeared  for  the  Plamti£EB.  1858. 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  )fr.  Hmgeeton,  for  the  Defendant 
James  Walker,  contended  that  the  payments  having  been 
made  under  a  mistake  of  hct,  could  clearly  be  retained,  if 
the  case  rested  there.  The  only  question  was,  whether,  hav- 
ing regard  to  the  Statute  of  limitations,  the  Defendant 
was  barred  firom  retaining  such  of  the  payments  in  question 
as  had  been  made  by  him  six  years  previously  to  the  death 
of  the  testatrix.  It  had  been  expressly  decided,  that^ 
although  a  residuaiy  l^atee,  or  other  person  interested  in 
the  fund,  may  take  advantage  of  the  statute  before  the 
Master,  the  executor  refusing  to  interfere  (a),  yet  the  exe- 
cutor is  not  bound  to  take  that  course ;  equity  will  not 
compel  him  to  plead  the  statute  to  an  action  by  a  creditor 
of  the  testator  for  the  recoveiy  of  a  debt  barred  in  the 
testator's  lifetime  (&).  And  in  the  recent  case  of  Stahl- 
9chmdt  y.  Lett(c),  Y.  C.  Stuart  had  applied  that  principle 
to  the  light  of  an  executor  to  retain  his  own  debt,  holding 
ihat^  as  an  executor  may  pay  a  debt  justly  due  to  a 
stranger,  although  barred  by  the  statute  in  the  testator's 
lifetuae,  so  he  may  retain  his  own  just  debt  under  the 
like  CLTCumstances. 

[TIftey  dted  also  EopHnson  v.  Leach  (d).] 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Schomberg,  for  the  residuary 
legatees,  did  not  deny  that  the  money  had  been  paid  under 
a  mistake  of  fiact ;  nor  could  they  dispute  the  right  of  the 
Defendant  to  retain  the  amount  paid  by  him  within  six 

(a)  Per  Sir  J.  Leadky  M.R.,  in  1635  (4th  ed.),  and  cases  there 

Shewm V.  VmderhorH,  1  Russ. &  cited.  /^^* ^Z^'*^^ >■ 
M.  347,  affirmed  on  appeal  by         (c)  1  Sm.  k  Giff.  415. 
Lnd  Bnmgkam,  C,  2  Id.  75.  (d)  1  Madd.  Ch.  Practice  (3rd 

(h)  See  Williams  on  Execators,  ed.)  728. 


ArgmnenL 
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1858.  years  previous  to  the  decease  of  the  testatrix.  But  the 
question  was  as  to  the  right  to  recover  payments  barred  by 
the  statute. 

The  Yige-ChahckLLOB.^ — Upon  that,  the  case  of  SiaUr- 
achmidt  v.  Lett  seems  expressly  in  point. 

Mr.  Schorriberg. — ^There  the  statute  had  barely  run. 
Here  it  had  run  for  nineteen  years.  The  executor  claims  to 
retain  payments  made  twenty-five  years  before  the  testa- 
trix's deatL  The  amount  claimed  is  excessiva  It  was  the 
Defendant's  business  to  ascertain  his  rights,  and  the  real 
extent  to  which  his  estate  was  subject,  within  a  reasonable 
time.  The  Court  must  bind  parties  who  thus  neglect 
their  own  rights.  There  must  be  some  limit,  or  there  is 
no  knowing  where  claims  of  this  kind  to  arrears  will  stop. 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 


Judgment.       ViCE-ChANCELLOR  SIB  W.  PAGE  WoOD  : — 

This  case  seems  to  be  governed  by  the  authority  of 
StaMachmidt  v.  Lett,  and  I  see  no  sort  of  reason  for  doubt- 
ing the  authority  of  that  dedsion.  This  Ciourt  had  decided 
in  previous  cases,  that  an  executor  is  not  bound  to  set  up 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  as  a  defence  to  claims  made  by 
third  persons  against  the  testator's  estate  ;  and  if  he  is  not 
bound  to  take  that  course  in  dealing  with  others,  what 
principle  can  there  be  for  saying  he  is  to  be  more  rigorous 
in  regard  to  himself? 

In  this  particular  case,  there  is  no  hardship  in  the  claim 
set  up  by  the  executor,  nor  anything  but  what  in  the 
abstract  is  perfectly  equitable  on  his  part.  It  was  not  until 
after  the  death  of  the  testatrix  that  he  discovered  the  facts 
upon  which  his  claim  is  founded. 
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Imust  tiierelore  hold  ihftt  he  is  entitled  to  retain  the 
amount  of  his  claim. 

Mr.  Dcmid,  Ql  C,  asked  permission  to  call  his  Honor's 
attention  to  the  case  of  M*CuUoch  t.  Dawes  (a),  where  Mr. 
Justice  BayUy  said,  that  executors  were  bound  to  resist  a 
claim  that  was  barred  by  the  statute,  adding,  "  They  have 
no  right  to  waive  any  l^al  defence  ta  such  an  action ;  and 
if  they  did,  and  were  to  pay  a  debt  against  the  recovery  of 
which  there  was  any  l^al  bar,  they  would  render  them- 
sehes  liaUe  over  to  those  who  were  interested  in  the 
testator's  property."  The^  observation  had  been  cited  in 
teit  books  (6),  and  if  not  law  at  the  present  day,  it  was 
desirable  that  it  should  be  expressly  disapproved. 


1858. 


The  ViCE-CHAH'CfBLLOR. — It  certainly  cannot  be  con- 
sidered to  be  law  at  the  present  day,  that  executors,  paying 
a  debt  against  the  recoveiy  of  which  the  Statute  of  limita- 
tions might  be  pleaded  as  a  l^al  bar,  render  themselves 
liable  over  to  those  who  are  interested  in  the  testator's 
property.  Instancea  of  such  payments  must  very  fine- 
quentiy  have  occurred,  and  yet  I  am  not  aware  of  any 
case  in  which  an  executor,  paying  such  a  debt,  has  been 
held  to  incur  any  liability. 


Dbclabb,  that  the  Defendant  James  Walker  is  entitled  to  retain 
the  4,8(XM. 


MmuUof 
Decree. 


A  fiurtber  question  arose  in  the  same  cause  as  to  the      suuemem 
effiect  of  a  codicil  of  the  testatrix  upon  a  power  of  advance^      retwn^ 
mentgiven  by  hec  wilL 


(a)  9  Dowl.  &  Ryl.  43. 
(h)  WilliamB    on  Executors, 
1535  (4th  ed.),  and  Hayes*  & 


Jannan*s  Concise  Forms*  of  Wills, 
(4th  ed.)  p.  268. 
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It  appeared,  that^  by  her  will  in  1836,  the  testatrix  had 
bequeathed  7,0002.  to  trostees,  upon  trust  to  invest  the 
same^  together  with  the  interest,  dividends,  and  produce 
thereoi^  upon  such  securities  as  therein  mentioned,  during 
the  lives  of  Richard  HiU  and  Jaiie  his  wife,  and  the  life 
of  the  survivor ;  and  after  the  decease  of  such  survivor,  upon 
trust  to  pay  and  divide  the  said  principal  sum  of  7,0002., 
and  the  dividends,  intei:est,  and  accumulations  thereof 
unto  and  amongst  all  and  every  the  child  and  children 
of  Ja/ne  HUl  who  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  the  de* 
cease  of  the  survivor  of  Richard  and  Jams,  and  the  issue 
of  such  of  them  as  should  be  then  dead.    Provided  always, 
and  the  testatrix  thereby  directed,  that  it  should  be  lawful 
for  the  said  trustees,  with  such  consent  as  therein  men- 
tioned, to  pay  and  apply,  for  the  benefit  of  any  of  the  sons 
of  Richard  and  Jame^  any  sum  or  sums  of  money,  not 
exceeding  his  or  their  expectant  share,  for  and  towards  his 
and  their  advancement  in  the  world.    The  will  ooxltained 
directions  to  accumulate  the  income,  arising  from  the  resi* 
duary  property  of  the  testatrix  for  twenty-one  years  from 
her  death,  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  of  /omes  Walker^ 
but  without  any  power  of  advancement 


The  testatrix  afterwards  made  the  following  codicil  to 
her  will : — "  Whereas  I  have  in  and  by  my  said  will  given 
unto  my  trustees  therein  named  the  sum  of  7,0002.,  upon 
trust  to  accumulate  the  same,  and  the  interest,  dividends, 
and  produce  thereof,  during  the  lives  of  Ricliard  HiU  and 
my  daughter  Jamc  HUl,  his  wife,  and  the  life  of  the  survi- 
vor of  them,  and  at  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them 
to  pay  and  divide  the  same  sum,  and  all  accumulations 
thereof,  in  manner  therein  mentioned ;  now  I  do  here- 
by direct  and  declare,  thaty  in  lieu  of  the  accumulation 
and  disposition  made  thereof  by  my  said  will,  the  trus* 
tees  and  trustee  for  the  time  being  of  my  said  will  shall 
accumulate  the  said  sum  of  7,0002.,  and  the  interest,  divi- 
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dends  and  produce  thereof  in  the  nature  of  compound 
interest^  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  next  after  my 
decease;  and  at  the  expiration  of  the  said  term»  I  direct  my 
said  trustees  to  stand  possessed  of  the  said  sum  of  7,0002. 
and  the  interest,  dividends,  and  produce  thereof,  and  all 
accumulations  thereof,  in  trust  for  such  of  the  children  of 
my  sud  daughter  Ja/ne  SUl  as  shall  be  living  at  the 
expiration  of  the  said  term ;  and  the  issue  then  living  of 
such  of  her  children  as  shall  die  before  the  expiration  of 
the  said  term,  as  tenants  in  common.'^  And  after  directing 
certain  other  alterations  in  her  will,  not  affecting  the  pre- 
sent question,  the  testatrix  concluded  her  codicil  as  follows: 
—"And  I  hereby  confirm  my  said  will  in  every  particular 
in  which  the  same  is  not  hereby  altered." 


IS58. 


The  bill  prayed  that  it  might  be  determined  whether  the 
power  of  advancement  given  by  the  will  to  the  trustees 
was  a  valid  and  subsisting  power,  or  whether  it  had  been 
revoked  by  the  codiciL 


Mr.  JameSt  Q-C.,  and  Mr.  Hingesbm,  contended  that 
the  power  of  advancement  was  revoked  by  the  codicil. 
The  disposition  made  by  the  codicil  was  substituted  for  and 
saperseded  the  entire  disposition  made  by  the  will  in 
reference  to  the  7,0002.  and  accumulations,  the  words  being 
"in  lieu  of  the  accumulation  and  disposition  made  thereof 
by  my  said  will"  The  codicil  cut  down  the  direction  for 
accumulation  in  the  will,  from  a  period  exceeding  what  the 
law  allowed  to  the  legitimate  period  of  twenty-one  years 
from  the  testatrix's  death.  The  other  direction  to  accumu- 
late for  the  benefit  of  James  WoUker'e  children,  originally 
limited  by  the  will  to  the  like  legitimate  period,  contained 
no  power  of  advancement;  and  there  was  nothing  im- 
probable in  supposing  that  the  testatrix  intended,  by  her 
codicil,  to  place  the  children  of  her  son,  and  those  of  her 
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Argument. 
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daughter,  on  the  same  footing  in  this  respect.  Bat,  in  fiict, 
it  was  immaterial  to  consider  what  her  intuition  was,  as 
was  clear  from  Bolder  v.  EoweU(a),  where  Sir  William 
Orcmt,  M.  R,  held  there  was  a  total  revocation,  notwith- 
standing a  manifest  intention  to  the  contrary.  And  the 
same  aathority  showed,  that  the  clause  at  the  end  of  the 
codicil  confirming  the  will  in  other  respects  did  not  affect 
the  question ;  the  eiSect  of  that  clause  being  to  confirm 
only  so  much  (if  any)  as  was  not  revoked. 


Mr.  Roa^rgk,  for  the  sons  of  Bichard  and  Jane,  was 
not  heard. 


JudgmenL        ViCE-CflANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PAGE  WoOD  : — 

It  appears  to  me  that  this  power  of  advancement  is  a 
subsisting  power,  and  was  not  revoked  by  the  codicil.  In 
Holder  v.  Howell  what  Sir  TT.  Orard  says  in  effect  is  this: 
— **  The  testator  might  have  left  the  disposition  of  the  sur- 
plus rents  contained  in  his  will  untouched ;  and  veiy  pro- 
bably he  meant  those  rents  to  be  disposed  of  as  he  had 
directed  by  his  will.  But  he  has  chosen  to  revoke  his 
wHL  It  is  clear  that  he  had  a  settled  design  to  revoke, 
not  merely  to  alter,  the  whole  will;  he  did  revoke  it,  and 
took  upon  himself  to  declare  over  again  all  the  trusts, 
but  in  so  doing  he  omitted  the  trusts  in  question."  But 
here  the  testatrix  has  done  the  very  opposita  She  has  not 
revoked  anything.  She  has  merely  altered  certain  dis- 
positions; and  the  rest  she  has  confirmed  by  a  clause 
somewhat  more  specially  worded  than  the  form  usually 
employed  for  that  purpose,  although  that  would  have  been 
sufficient,  her  words  being : — ^"And  I  hereby  confirm  my 
said  will  in  eveiy  particular  in  which  the  same  is  not 
hereby  altered." 

(fl)  8  Ves.  97,  loa. 
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Then,  as  to  the  extent  of  the  alterations,  she  says  this : — 
*"  Whereas  I  have  in  my  said  will  given  unto  my  trustees, 
therein  named,  the  sum  of  7,000{.  upon  trust,  to  accumu- 
late the  same,  and  the  interest,  dividends,  and  produce 
thereof  during  the  lives  of  Richard  SiU  and  my  daughter 
Jam  Hill  bis  wife,  and  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them, 
and  at  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them  to  pay  and 
divide  the  same  sum,  and  all  accumulations  thereof,  in 
manner  therein  mentioned.''  So  fisur,  clearly,  she  does  not 
refer  to  the  power  of  advancement.  That  is  all  she  means 
to  redte,  and  then  she  proceeds  thus : — "  Now  I  do  hereby 
direct  and  declare,  that,  in  lieu  of  the  accumulation  and 
disposition  made  thereof  by  my  said  will,  the  trustees  and 
trustee  for  the  time  being  of  my  said  will  shall  accumulate 
the  said  sum  of  7,000Z.,  and  the  interest,  dividends,  and 
produce  thereof  in  the  nature  of  compound  interest,  for  the 
term  of  21  years  after  my  decease.''  And  then  she  goes  on 
to  declare  the  trusts  of  those  accumulationa  It  is  dear 
that  neither  of  those  clauses  touches  the  power  of  ad- 
vanoement 


JfidgmeHL 


The  case  is  open  to  the  observation  that  was  made,  that 
the  testatrix  intended  to  place  the  children  of  herMaughter 
and  those  of  her  son  on  the  same  footing,  as  regards  the 
absence  of  a  power  of  advancement ;  but  upon  the  £bm»  of 
the  whole  codicil,  looking  to  what  the  testatrix  has  recited, — 
looking  to  the  direction  in  the  operative  part  of  the  codicil, 
and  the  clause  of  confirmation  at  the  end, — it  may  fiiirly  be 
held  that  the  codicil  has  not  affected  the  power  of  advance- 
ment 


Declaks,  that  the  power  of  advancement  is  a  valid  and  subsisting 
power,  and  has  not  been  revoked  by  the  codicil. 


MimUeof 
Decree, 
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Cor. 
V.  C.  Wood 

B^li^^ft  MONYPENNY  v.  MONYPENNY. 

Watbon.      J^y  ^  indenture  dated  June  1835,  and  made  between 

Jii!  aid      •'^^^^  Monypenny  of  the  first  part^  Susannah  Mon^f- 

1858.       penny,  then  Su&mmah  Dearden,  spinster,  of  the  second 

22^'*  ItoxA  P*"^  PhiUipa  Monypenny  (the  unde  of  Bob&rf),  of  the 

'ijt         third  part^  and  Thomas  Monypenny  and  Peregrine  Dear- 

c^^a^iT^  den  of  the  fourth  part^  being  ijhe  settlement  made  in  con- 

^^^to/  of     templation  of  the  marriage  shortly  afterwards  solemnised 

-^GroMi  of    between  Robert  and  Susannah,  after  reciting  that  PhiUips 

"SSJJw^^^  Monypenny  had,  under  a  deed  dated  1829,  a  power  of 

VeX^!!tuZ  ^VP^^^^^^  ^^^^  ^  estate  called  ChiUenden$;  that  Robert 

Jo  Mecur&-'    had,  under  a  deed  dated  1832,  a  power  of  appointment 

gam,  seh,  cfe-    over  an  estate  called  OoUee;  that  Robert  was  under  the 

^fa^^m^,   '''^  ^^  ^^"^  fisither  entitled  to  one-fifth  of  the  produce  of  an 

riagt-^Bepro-  estate  Called  Merrington,  and  that  Susannah  was  under 

viout  to.       the  will  of  her  father  entitled  to  an  annuity  of  2002.  to  her 

By  antenuptial  settlement  in  1835,  reciting  that  npon  the  treaty  for  the  intended  marriage 
P.  M.  (uncle  of  the  intended  hnaband)  agreed  to  eecure  in  manner  and  Balgect  aa  thereiidMI* 
e3[preued  to  S.  M,  (the  intended  wife),  after  his  own  and  his  nephew's  decease,  an  annnal  som 
of  80(ML  for  her  jointure,  to  be  issuing  and  payable  out  of  the  hereditamenta  thereinafter 
charged  therewith,  and  of  or  to  which  P.  M,  was  seised  or  entitled  in  fee  simple,  P.  M,  did  give, 
grant,  bargain,  sell,  and  confirm  to  J?.  M.  and  her  assigns  one  annual  sum  or  yearly  rent- 
change  of  £300,  to  be  charged  upon  and  yearly  issuing  and  payable  out  of  aU  and  singular 
the  manors  of  (mentioning  certain  manors),  and  also  all  and  singular  the  hereditamenta  in 
the  several  parishes  of  (naming  certain  parishes)  of  or  to  which  P.  M,  or  any  person  in  trust 
for  him  was  sdsed  or  entitled  for  an  estate  of  inheritance  at  law  or  in  equity, — Hahmdum  to 
S,  M,  during  her  life  in  part  of  her  jointure;  and  P.  M,  covenanted,  for  hunself,  his  heirs,  and 
assigns,  that  in  case  the  same  should  be  in  arrear,  it  should  be  lawful  for  S,  M,,to  enter  into 
and  distrain  upon  the  premises,  and  to  hold  and  enjoy  the  same,  and  receive  the  rents  as 
therein  mentioned,  until  the  arrears  were  paid.  And  for  better  securing  the  said  rent-ehaige 
P.  M,  did  thereby  bargain,  grant,  sell,  demise,  and  confirm  the  premises  to  trustees  for  a  term 
of  years,  upon  the  usual  trusts  for  that  purpose.  After  P.  lf.'s  death  it  appeared  that  he  had 
only  had  an  estate  for  life  in  the  premises. 

Hdd,  by  the  Vice-Chancellor,  assisted  by  Barons  BramweU  and  Wattom,  that  there  was  not 
in  the  settlement  any  covenant  on  which  the  grantee  or  the  trustees  of  the  term  could  maintain 
an  action. 

And  Md  by  the  Vice-Chancellor,  that,  there  being  no  covenant  in  the  settlement  on  which 
an  action  could  be  maintained  at  law,  there  was  no  separate  equity  which  this  Court  could  fasten 
upon  ibe  conscience  of  the  settlor. 

The  rule,  that  parties  making  representations,  upon  the  faith  of  which  a  marriage  is  afterwards 
solemnised,  must  miJce  good  such  representations,  does  not  apply  to  a  case  like  the  above. 
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sepaiate  hjb^  and  to  a  legacf  of  10002.  absolutely,  it  was        im7. 
recited  as  follows : — '*  And  whereas^  upon  the  treaty  for  the   MoifTTOfifT 
said  intended  marriage,  the  said  Phillips  Monypenny  pro-  *• 

posed  and  agreed  to  secure  (in  manner  and  subject  as  here-        

inafter  is  expressed,)  to  the  said  SuBom/nah  Dearden^  after 
the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them  the  said  Phillips  Mony^ 
penny  and  Robert  Monypenny,  in  case  she  should  survive 
them,  an  annual  sum  or  yearly  rentchaige  of  3002.  for  her 
jointure  to  be  issuing  and  payable  out  of  the  manors  and 
other  h^editaments  hereinafter  charged  therewith,  and  of 
or  to  which  he  the  said  Phillips  MonypeTvny  is  seised  or 
entitled  in  fee  simple."    It  was  then  witnessed  as  follows : 
*That^  in  pursuance  and  part  performance  of  the  said 
agreement  on  the  part  of  the  said  PhUUps  Monypenny^ 
and  in  consideration  of  the  said  intended  marriage,  he  the 
said  PhiUdps  Monypenny  hath  given,  granted,  baigained, 
sold,  and  confirmed,  and  by  these  presents  doth  give,  grants 
bargain,  sell,  and  confirm  unto  the  said  Susan/nah  Dearden 
and  her  assignff,  in  case  the  said  intended  marriage  shall 
take  effect  and  she  shall  survive  both  of  them  the  said 
Phillips  Monypenny  and  Robert  Monypermy,  one  annual 
som  or  yearly  rentcharge  of  three  hundred  pounds  of  lawful 
money  of  Great  Britain,  to  be  charged  and  chaigeable  upon 
and  yearly  issuing  and  payable  out  of  all  and  singular  the 
manors  or  reputed  manors  of  Maytha/m  Nether  Frodsha/m 
and  Keasha/m,  in  the  said  coimty  of  Kmt  and  also  all 
that  mansion  house  called  Mayiham  Hall  in  the  same 
ooonty  and  also  all  and  singular  the  messuages  lands  tone* 
ments  and  hereditaments  in  the  several  parishes  of  iZo2- 
vendefi  TennJterden  Benenden  Somdhurst  Nev/enden  8t 
Mary  in  Wittersham  and  Stow  in  the  Isle  of  Oxney  in 
the  said  county  of  Kent  of  or  to  which  he  the  said  PhUUps 
Monypenny  or  "any  person  or  persons  in  trust  for  him  is 
or  are  seised  or  entitled  for  an  estate  of  inheritance  at  law 
or  in  equity  and  to  be  charged  and  chargeable  upon  and 
yearly  issuing  and  payable  out  of  all  and  singular  the  rights, 
VOL  IV.  N 


Statememi, 
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1657.       membera,  and  appurtenances  to  the  same  mailer^  heiedita- 
MoNTPBNNT  ^^^^^^  *"^d  premiflee  belonging  or  in  anywise  appertaix^ 
«•  ing  f   Habendum  (subject  to  certain  charges  therein  men- 

tioned) ioSuaaamah  and  her  assigns  during  her  life  in  part 
of  her  jointure,  to  be  paid  as  therein  mentioned.  And 
PhUUps  Monypeway  did  thereby,  fer  himsdi^  his  heirs 
and  assigns^  covenant^  gnuit^  and  agree  with  and  to  the 
said  SiiBomaiah,  her  executors,  administrators^  and  asa^ns, 
that  in  case  and  so  often  as  the  said  rentehaige  of  SOOL, 
or  any  part  thereof  should  at  any  time  be  unpaid  for 
twenty-one  days,  it  should  be  lawful  for  Suaatmahi  her 
executors,  administrators^  and  assigns  (sul^ect  as  aforesaid), 
to  enter  into  and  distrain  upon  the  hereditaments  and  pre- 
mises thereby  diaiged,  and  to  dispose  of  the  distress  there 
found  according  to  law,  as  in  the  case  of  distress  for  rent 
reserved  on  common  leases  for  years ;  to  the  intent  that 
thereby  SuacmnaJif  her  executors,  administratorB^  and 
assigns  might  be  folly  paid  and  satisfied  the  said  tent- 
chaige  and  erery  part  thereof  and  all  costs,  charges^  and 
expenses  attending  the  recovery  of  the  same ;  and  also  that 
in  case  the  same  rentchatge  or  any  part  therectf  should  be 
unpaid  for  forty  daya  (although  no  fiHrmal  demand  should 
have  been  made  thereof),  it  should  be  lawfiil  for  Suscujvn/ah, 
her  executors^  administraiyors,  and  assigns  (sulgect  as  afore- 
said), to  enter  into  and  upon  the  hereditaments  and  pre* 
mises  thereby  charged,  and  to  hdd  and  enjoy  the  same, 
and  recdve  the  rent%  issues,  and  profits  tliereof  for  her  and 
their  own  use  and  benefit^  until  she  or  they  should  be  paid 
the  said  rentcharge  and  arrears,  and  all  costs,  chatges,  and 
expenses  occasioned  by  the  nonpayment  thereof;  and  for 
better  securing  to  Shieanruih,  h&t  executors,  administzators^ 
and  assigns,  the  due  payment  of  the  said  rentcharge  ot 
SOOZ.,  PhUlipa  Monypenny  did  thereby  grants  bargam, 
sell,  demise,  and  confirm  unto  the  said  Thomae  Mcnypemvy 
and  Peregrifne  Dearden,  their  executors,  adminiBtratorB, 
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and  a^signfl^  all  and  singular  the  mAnors/  hereditaments,  1857. 
and  prexoiseB  theteby  charged,  a^  iheteinbefore  mentioned,  mohtfeiint 
wifli  the  payctk^nt  of  the  said  rentcharge,  and  their  rights,  noy^',,,^, 
inemt)er8,  and  apportenances;  Habendum,  subject  as  there- 
inbefore mentioned,  and  subject  to  the  said  rentcharge  and 
ihe  temediea  for  securing  the  same,  to  the  said  TluymM 
Monypenny  and  Peregrine  Dearden,  their  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns  for  lOdO  years,  to  commence  from 
the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  Phillips  and  B.6btTt,  sans 
waste,  upon  trusty  in  case  the  said  rentcharge  should  be  in 
anear  for  tixty  dayif,  out  of  the  rent6  and  profits,  6r  by  de- 
nu^mg,  mortgaging,  or  selling  the  premises,  or  by  bringing 
actions  agadnst  tiie  tenants  thereof,  to  pay  to  SMaiiruik^ 
ber  ezecutore^  fidmiifnstiiatars,  or  assigns,  such  arreatrs  as 
should  be  so  unpaid,  and  to  pay  the  surplus  as  therein 
mentioned.  By  the  same  deed,  the  estates  called  ChUUrir 
dena  and  Gobies  were  then  appointed  and  conveyed  by 
Phillips  and  Robert,  and  the  share  of  thd  estate  called 
Metrvngton  was  settled  in  strict  settlement ;  and  as  to 
SuSMMh's  legacf  of  lOOOZ.  it  was  dedared,  that^  after  the 
marriage,  it  should  tielong  absolutdy  to  Robert.  The  deed 
contained  a  covena;nt  on  {be  part  of  PhiUips  Monypemiy 
for  farther  assurance  as  to  the  estate  called  CkUtendens, 
It  contained  no  other  covenant  on  his  part 

By  his  will,  in  1839,  PhUlvps  Monypemiy  purported  to 
devise  the  Maytha/m  Hall  estate  (being  the  greater  part  of 
the  h^e^tamentif  which  by  the  deed  of  18S5  were  ex- 
preased  to  be  charged  with  the  annmly  of  dOOt  in  favour 
otSuaannaJi^  to  the  use  of  his  nephew  i{o&9r<  for  life,  with 
remainders  over.  He  devised  the  residue  of  his  real  estate 
to  the  Flaintiffii  and  their  heirs ;  and  he  appointed  the 
Plaintiffi  his  ezecutora 

Phiaips  died  in  1841,  Robert  in  1842. 

N  2 
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r. 
MONTPBHWT. 

StatemenL 


1857.  Subsequenilyf  the  right  of  Phillips  to  charge  the  May- 

MoNYPEifirr  ^^^^3^^  ^<^l  estate  and  to  devise  the  same  by  his  will,  was 
disputed,  upon  the  ground  that  he  was,  in  &ct^  merely 
tenant  for  life  of  that  estate ;  and  by  a  decree  of  the  Court 
of  Chancexy  made  in  1 851  in  the  cause  of  Manypenny  ▼. 
Dermg  {a),  it  was  declared,  that,  on  the  death  of  PM04/p8 
Monypenny,  one  Robert  Thomas  Oylbon  Manypenny 
became  absolutely  entitled  to  the  estate  in  question  aa 
equitable  tenant  in  tail. 


The  present  suit  was  instituted  by  the  executors  of 
PhiUipa  Manypenny  for  administration  of  his  estate ;  and 
the  common  administration  decree  having  been  made^  a 
claim  was  brought  in  on  behalf  of  Suaa/rmah  in  respect  of 
the  arrears  of  the  annuity  of  300{.  from  the  death  of  her 
late  husband. 

It  appeared  that  Svscmnak  had  resorted  to  some  por- 
tion of  the  lands  on  which  the  annuity  was  expressed  by 
the  deed  of  1836  to  be  charged  (being  the  only  portion  of 
which  PhiMps  Manypenny  was  seised  in  fee),  and  by  that 
means  had  recovered  a  small  part  of  her  arrears. 


Argument.         Mr.  Do/nid,  Q.  G^  and  Mr. 
Manypenny — 


Berkeley,  for  Susannah 


The  effect  of  the  decree  in  Manypenny  ▼.  Bering  has 
been  to  withdraw  from  the  operation  of  the  indenture  of 
settlement  of  June,  1835,  the  bulk  of  the  hereditaments 
thereby  charged  with  the  annuity  of  3002.  in  fitvour  of 
Susannah  Manypenny;  and  being  precluded  by  that  de- 
cree from  resorting  to  the  premises  so  charged  for  the 
arrears  of  her  annuity,  she  is  now  entitled  to  have  those 

(a)  Reported  2  D.  M.  6. 145. 
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anean  paid  (mt  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  or  if        \ss7. 

his  personal  estate  is  insufficient  for  that  purpose,  then  out  h^ttpbhii r 
<^liis  real  estate  by  his  will  devised  to  the  Plainti& 


Under  the  settlement  of  1835,  the  jointress  is  a  pur* 
diaser  for  valuable  consideration ;  the  deed,  therefore,  must 
be  read  as  if  she  had  given  an  equivalent  money  value ; 
and  so  read,  it  amounts  in  effect  either  to  a  covenant  to 
pay  the  jointure,  or  to  a  cov^iant  for  title  to  the  lands  ex- 
pressed to  be  charged. 

For,  firsts  it  contains  an  express  recital  that  the  grantor 
"  is  seised  in  fee  or  entitled  for  an  estate  of  inheritance  at 
law  or  in  equity,^'  and  that  recital  alone  is,  in  effect^  a 
ooveoant  that  he  is  so.  Secondly,  the  words  "  give,  grants 
and  sell'^  in  the  grant  of  the  annuity,  and  the  words 
''grants  bargain,  sell,  and  demise''  in  the  demise  of  the 
term  of  years  to  the  trustees,  are  terms  of  art^  and  operate 
asacovenant:  Com. Dig.,  av.  ''Covenant "(A 4) (a);  Hobart^ 
12;  also  Doe  deuL  Starlmg  v.  Prvace  (b).  Thirdly,  the 
wordB  by  which  the  powers  of  distress  and  entry  are  given, 
— "  And  the  said  PhUlvpa  Monypenny  doth  hereby,  for 
himself  his  heirs  and  assigns,  covenant^  grant,  and  agree 
that  it  shall  be'  lawful,  '*  when  the  rentcharge  is  in  arrear, 
for  the  grantee  to  distrain, — amount  to  a  covenant  that 
she  shall  be  at  liberty  to  do  so. 

Then,  the  decree  of  this  Court  having  deprived  the  grantee 
of  the  powers  of  distress  and  entry,  and  the  trustees  of  the 
term  by  which  the  jointure  was  secured,  that  circumstance 
amounts  to  a  breach  of  the  covenant,  and  the  grantee  is 
entitled  to  come  in  as  a  specialty  creditor  for  the  arrears  of 
her  jointure;  BandaU  v.  Lynch  (c),  Pqrdage  v.  Cole  (d), 

(a)  Vol.  3,  p.  265,  ed.  Ham-  (c)  12  East,  179. 

mond.  id)  I  Saund.  319  /. 

{b)  20  Law  J.,  C.  B.,  223. 


V. 

MoNTPENinr. 

ArgmneaL 


ArgummL 
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1857.       Parhr  v.  Barvey  (a),  Olegg  v.  Qltgg  (b),  Mavor  ▼.  Davm- 
i^^^sr  jport  (c),  Cruifle  Dig.  ▼pl.l,  p.  207. 

V, 
MONTPSimT. 

In  Griffith  v.  AnviU  (d),  a  jointuie  was  provided  by 
mairiage  articles  to  be  paid  to  ^e  wife»  if  she  sarvived,  out 
c^  the  huabaQd's  real  estfitd ;  aad  that  fiind  &iling,  it  wa9 
decreed  to  be  a  chaige  on  hiis  personal  property,  Again, 
in  Probert  v.  Morga/n  (e),  upon  a  bill  by  a  joiatresQ  to 
have  the  deficiency  of  her  jointure  m^e  good  out  of 
the  assets  of  her  husband  and  his  fintber,  who  hs4  both 
been  parties  to  the  marriage  contract^  it  was  held  that  the 
Plaintiff  had  a  lien  upon  both  estatea 

We  rely  also  upon  the  broad  rule  of  law  foid  ^uity,  tl^t^ 
when,  upon  proposals  of  marriage,  third  per^ns  represent 
anything  material  in  a  light  different  ^m  Hie  truth, 
whether  innocently  or  by  collusion,  they  shall  be  bomd  to 
make  good  the  thing  in  the  manner  in  which  they  repre- 
sented it— it  shall  be,  as  represented  to  he  :  Jlfontejior9  v. 
MorUefiore  (/),  and  authorities  cited  in  Money  v.  Jor- 
dm(g). 

Mr.  WiOcock  ft  C,  and  Mr.  Wiohfin^,  for  residiwury 
legatees,  were  proceeding  to  argue  that  the  testator  was 
under  no  personal  liability  in  respect  of  the  claim  in  ques- 
tion ;  when  they  were  stopped  by  the  Court 

The  Vicb-Ohanckllob.— It  appears  to  me  that  this  is 
simply  a  legal  question,  and  ought  to  have  been  determined 
by  an  action.  If  I  am  to  try  it,  I  should  have  the  asast- 
ance  of  a  common  law  judge ;  and  the  concurrence  of  the 

(a)  4  Bro.  P.  C.  604.  (/)   1   Snr  Wm.  Black«tonc» 

(li)  4  Id.  614.  363. 

(c)  2  Sim.  227.  {g)  15  Beav.  372;  S,  C,  2  D. 

(rf)  CoUes'  P.  C.  52.  M.  G.  318 ;  and  5  H.  L.  C.  185. 
(0  1  Atk.  440. 
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parties  interested  in  the  testntor'a  real  estate  must  be  ^     i857. 

V. 

'  MoNTPBinrY, 


All  parties  having  consented  that  the  question  should  be     jme  S6<*. 
detennined  by  his  Honour  with  the  assistance  of  a  common 
law  judge,  it  now  came  on  a£;ain  for  argument  before  the 
Yice-Ohanoellor,  assisted  by  Barons  BrmnweU  and  Watson. 


Mr.  Damds  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Berkeley,  were  again  Jbeasd     AryumeitL 
in  support  of  the  claim,  and  cited,  iurther,  Sfvcnm  y. 
Strwieham  cund  Seofiea  (a),  and  Co.  Hit  144.  b, 

Mr.  R6U,  Q.  C,  Mr.  BaggaUay,  and  Mr.  Haneyman,  for 
the  Plaintiffis,  who  had  administered  a  large  portion  of  the 
testator's  assets  upon  the  assumption  that  he  was  under  no 
personal  liability  in  respect  of  the  rentcharge ; 

Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Wickens,  for  the  residuary 
legatee;  and 

Mr.  C.  Edtt,  for  another  Defendant  in  the  same  interest — 

Contended  that  the  deed  contained  no  covenant,  express 
or  implied,  either  for  payment  of  the  rentcharge  or  for 
title  to  the  property  expressed  to  be  charged  therewith; 
and  that  the  testator  was  imder  no  personal  liability, 
either  at  law  or  in  equity,  in  respect  of  such  jointure.  They 
cited  Belle's  Abridgment,  226;  Ck).  Litt  219,  220;  Levria 
y.  Bees  (6),  Cdmare  v.  TyndaU  (c),  Parkhurst  v.  Smith 
lessee  of  Dormer  (c2),  Walah  v.  Trevomion  (e),  Moore  v. 
Magrath  (J),  CJidmondeley  v.  Clmton  (g). 

(a)  Dyer,  257  a.  («)  15  Q.  B.  733, 

(h)SK.&  J.  182.  (/)  1  Cowp.  9. 

W  2  y.  &  J.  605.  (g)  2  Jac  &  W.  1. 
{d)  Wiiles,  327. 
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Mr.  Danid,  Q.  C,  in  reply. 


V-  Judgment  reserved 


1858 

^^.^^         Mr.  Baron  Bbamwell  now  read  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Baron 
Feb.  iM.     "Watson  and  himself,  as  follows : — 

Opmurnqf 
Bbamwbll, 

B.,  &  ^T-  In  this  caae,  the  rentcharge  being  secured  on  or  issuing 
out  of  land,  of  a  portion  of  which  the  grantor  was  seised, 
and  to  which  the  grantee  has  had  recourse,  the  grantee  hajs 
no  power  to  treat  it  as  an  annuity  and  sue  for  it  as  such. 
It  is  conceded,  therefore,  that  the  only  question  is — ^is  there 
a  covenant  in  the  marriage  settlement  on  which  the  g^rantee 
or  the  trustees  of  the  term  could  maintain  an  action  in  the 
events  which  have  occurred? 

Now  this  is  not  a  question  of  intention,  that  is  to  say, 
we  are  not  to  speculate  on  the  existence  of  any  intention  in 
the  grantor's  mind,  and  decide  the  case  as  we  beUeve  that 
he  had  or  had  not  the  intention  to  covenant  as  alleged,  but 
we  are  to  ascertain  the  meaning  of  the  words  used,  to  de- 
termine the  intention  eocpresaed,  and  decide  accordingly. 

It  is  said,  the  terms  used  in  the  deed  are  terms  of  ait, 
which  have  a  definite  legal  meaning,  and  must  be  construed 
accordingly.  But  assuming  that  to  be  so,  it  is  certain  that 
the  context  may  show  that  they  are  not  used  in  that  sense. 
The  word  "  son "  has  a  definite  legal  meaning — ^namely 
legitimate  son — ^but  if  in  a  deed  it  appeared  a  person  was 
speaking  of  his  illegitimate  children,  it  is  clear  the  word 
"  son  "  might  mean  an  illegitimate  son. 

This  premiHed,  we  now  proceed  to  examine  the  deed  and 
the  matters  relied  on  by  Mrs.  Monypenny,  We  think  that 
as  she  is  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration,  the  deed 
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ought  to  have  the  same  construction  as  though  she  had 
gnren  an  equivalent  money  value  for  the  annuity.  Now, 
ve  think  that  the  recital  of  the  agreement  to  grant  the 
annuity  would,  if  read  by  itself  be  a  recital  that  the  grantor 
was  seised  in  fee  o^  or  otherwise  entitled  to,  the  lands  to 
be  charged  It  is  doubtful  whether  the  words  in  the  grant 
''of  or  to  which  the  aaidFhUUpa  Monypemiy,  or  any  per- 
Mm  in  trast  for  him,  is  seised  or  entitled  for  an  estate  of 
inheritance  at  law  or  in  equity  "  apply  to  the  manors  of 
Mayiham,  Nether  Frodeham,  and  Rendiam,  and  the 
mansion,  or  only  to  ''  all  and  singular  the  messuage,  &c. 
in  the  parishes  of  Bolvenden,  &a,  in  the  county  of  Kent," 
thereby  identifying  them.  Assuming,  however,  this  doubt 
resolved  in  &vour  of  Mrs.  MonypeTmy,  then  by  the  recital 
and  grant  together  it  is  recited  that  the  grantor  has 
an  estate*  or  is  otherwise  entitled  in  fee  simple,  in  certain 
named  lands.  These  he  affects  to  charge,  and  also 
chaiges  all  other  lands  in  certain  parishes  in  which  he 
has  a  legal  or  equitable  estate  of  inheritance.  But  the 
ledtal  would  not  operate  by  itself  as  a  covenant  by  the 
grantor.  It  is  not  an  undertaking  or  agreement  by  him 
that  anything  has  happened  or  exists,  or  shall  happen.  It 
18  a  statement  of  a  fact^  is  the  language  of  both  parties^  and, 
treated  as  an  estoppel,  binds  both,  the  grantee  as  much  as 
the  grantor,  to  deny  his  seisin.  Nor  woidd  the  mere  words 
*  give,  grant,  baigain,  and  sell,"  as  applied  to  the  creation 
of  an  annuity,  operate  as  a  covenant^  because,  alone,  they 
merely  assert  a  power  to  give  or  create  an  annuity.  Nor 
do  we  think  that  the  words  used  in  the  creation  of  the 
power  to  distnun,  extensive  as  they  axe,  **  covenants,  grants, 
and  agrees  that  it  shall  be  lawful,  when  the  rentcharge  is 
in  arrear,  for  the  grantee  to  distrain  on  the  premises,"  are 
an  express  covenant  that  he  shall  have  power  to  do  so. 
We  think  that  ^  covenants  "  and  "  agrees  "  mean  no  more 
tiban  ''granta"  So  fieur,  therefore,  we  think  there  is  no 
coyenant 
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1858.  But  the  giantor  gires,  grants,  baigains,  and  sells  a  rent- 

1^^^^^  cbaige,  to  be  charged  and  chargeable  upon»  and  yearly 

isBuing  and  payable  out  o^  certain  named  lands,  and  all 

others  of  which  the  grantor  may  be  seised  or  entitled  for 

an  estate  of  inheritance;  and  he  covenants,  grants,  and 

agrees  that  when  the  rentcharge  is  in  arrear,  it  shall  be 

lawful  for  her  to  distrain  on  the  premises  thereby  charged, 

and  also  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  her  to  enter.     He  after* 

wards  bargains,  sells,  and  demises  the  prenusee   to  the 

trustees  to  secure  the  annuity.    This  imports  the  power  to 

do  what  he  assumes  to  do^  whether  because  seised  in  fed 

or  otherwise  entitled,  as  much  in  this  grant  of  annuity 

charged  on  and  issuing  out  of  the  lands,  and  in  this  grant 

of  a  power  of  distress  on  those  lands,  as  ''demisi,''  ""  dedi,'' 

or  "  ocnoessi,"'  or  **  bargain  and  seU,"  ^  give  and  grant " 

assume  the  power  to  do  what  those  words  purport  to  da 

Here  the  grantor  assumes  the  power  to  grant  this  annuity 

out  of  certain  lands,  and  charge  them  with  it    Then  it  is 

said,  why  is  there  not  as  much  an  implied  ooyenant  for 

title  to  do  so  in  this  case,  as  in  those  where  the  words  used 

were  those  above  mentioned?    If  the  words  ^  of  which  he 

or  some  person  in  trust  for  him  is  seised  for  an  estate  of 

inheritance  at  law  or  in  equity"'  apply  to  the  named 

premises,  why,  as  those  are  the  grantor's  words,  are  they 

not  a  covenant  by  him,  whidi  covenant  is  broken?    To 

showthat these  words  ^bargain,  sell,  and  demise''  are  words 

of  covenant  for  title,  Cbmyn's  Digest,  "  Covenant^''  (A  4^ 

Hobarti  12,  are  referred  ta  The  covenant  for  further  aesur- 

lance  relating  to  other  land  does  not  affect  the  question. 


But  such  a  covenant  as  is  contended  for,  is  a  covenant  in 
law,  if  at  all,  and  a  covenant  that  the  grantor  has  a  legal 
estate;  for  there  cannot  be  a  covenant  implied  from  such 
words  that  the  covenantor  has  an  equitable  estate.  Tban« 
if  by  the  deed  it  appeared  that  the  estate  the  grantor  had 
and  charged  was  an  equitable  estate,  surely  there  would  be 
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no  implied  coTOnant   by  the  words  ''give^  grsnt,  and        ism. 
iiwae;"  such  ^  ooD8truc(iou  would  make  the  deed  nm   U/wmnrr 
ihos:  ''Whweas  I  mn  seised  of  m  equitable  estate  in   „     v. 
certam  Jands»  out  of  wmob  I  giai^t  an  annuity,  and  oove-r        •-— 
pant  I  ani  sdsed  in  fee  of  a  1^  estate  therein,'"    In  like    bbam^l'C 
way,  if  the  recital  showed  that  the  grantor  did  not  know  or    ^-^^  ^^" 
fkffinn  whether  his  estate  was  legal  or  equitable^  it  would  be 
QDieasonable  tp  imply  a  oovenaint  which  pupposed  he  had  a 
legal  estata    Now  here  the  recital  is  that  the  grantor  is 
seifled  or  otherwise  entitled  to  the  named  estates.    This 
would  undoubtedly  operate  to  charge  such  of  those  tene- 
ments as  he  had  an  equitable  interest  in.    That  the  recital 
is  not  of  a  legal  estate  xperel^,  is  confirmed  by  his  af^r- 
warcis  charging  all  lands  in  which  he  has  any  legal  or 
equitable  interest    Indeed,  it  is  by  no  means  dear,  as  we 
have  said,  that  those  words  do  not  apply  tp  the  named 
estates  as  well  as  all  othera   Then  is  it  reasonable  or  possi- 
ble to  imply  a  coTenant,  which  would  involve  the  necessity 
of  the  estates  charged  being  legal  estates,  when  it  is  mani- 
fest tl^  grantor  in  the  same  deed  supposes  his  interest  in 
the  estate  chaiged  may  be  equitable  pnlyi    We  think  not 
The  Plaintiff's  construction  makes  the  deed  run  thus: 
**  I  am  seised  in  fee  at  law  or  in  equity  (I  don't  know  or 
say  which)  of  certain  estates,  out  of  which  J  graiut  an 
annuity,  with  which  I  oh^ge  those  estates.    I  also  covsh 
na^t  I  mk  seiapd  in  fee  of  a  leg^l  estata  therein.''    This 
ffumptbo. 

We  think,  therefore,  there  is  no  covenant  in  this  deed  for 
title  or  quiet  enjoyment 

That  opinion  renders  it  unnecessary  to  consider  the  other 
question,  viz.  whetheoTt  tb^  gm(atQr  being  d^  any  action 
ooold  be  maintained. 

We  wish  to  repeat^  wedisclaim  acting  on  what  mi^y  be 
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1858.        gaessed  to  be  the  grantor's  intention.    He  probably  did 
Uammir    ^^^  intend  to  covenant^  nor  did  the  grantee  probably  sup- 
pose there  was  a  coyenant — not,  however,  because  they 
intended  the  contrary,  but  because  they  did  not  anticipate 
Bbamwbll,    the  case  that  has  arisen,  and  so  had  no  intention  on  the 
^^bokr!''     subject.    This  would  not  prevent  the  effect  of  words  in 
themselves  efficacious  to  create  a  covenant;  but,  for  the 
reason  we  have  given,  we  think  the  words  here  create  no 
covenant 


jl^^^Sr  Vick-Chancellob  Sm  W.  PAas  Wood  :— 


Hon, 


I  am  much  indebted  to  the  learned  Judges  for  their 
assistance  in  this  casa  The  question  being  purely  a 
question  of  law,  I  concur  with  them  in  the  opinion  which 
has  been  read. 


Ftb.  22nd.         Upon  this  causo  being  mentioned  again,  a  question  arose 
whether  the  equity  had  been  disposed  o£ 

The  Yick-Chancellob. — If  I  had  not  been  of  opinion 
that  there  could  be  no  equitable  right  on  the  part  of  the 
jointress  in  the  absence  of  a  legal  right,  I  should  not  have 
asked  for  the  assistance  of  the  learned  judges.  If  the 
parties  wish  for  my  reasons  for  being  of  that  opinion,  I  will 
mention  them  another  day. 


March  Itk      ViCfB-CHANCELLOB  SiB  W.  PAGE  WoOD  :— 
Judgment  on 

^^^^^^^       The  argument  at  the  origmal  hearing  turned  upon  the 

nimierous  authorities  referred  to  in  Money  v.  Jorden,  as 

establishing  the  proposition  that  parties  making  represen- 
tations, upon  the  &ith  of  which  a  marriage  is  afteryrards 
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solenmised,  must  make  good  the  repreeentatioiiB  so  made  1858. 

by  them.    But  it  appears  to  me  that  that  doctrine  caimot  u^^i^^^^^trr 

be  applied  to  a  case  like  the  present,  where  a  solemn  deed  ^     '^^ 

has  been  executed,  and  the  intention  of  the  parties  is  to  be  

gathered  from  that  deed,  and  from  that  deed  only ;  and  that  tkBE^SdSa 

m  the  present  case,  if  there  is  not  in  the  marriage  settle-  Qmuimw. 
me&t  a  covenant  on  which  the  grantee  or  the  trustees  of 
the  tenn  could  Tnaintain  an  action  at  law,  this  Court  can- 
not go  further  than  a  Court  of  law. 

If  a  contrary  rule  were  adopted,  it  would  follow,  that  in 
every  case  where  there  is  a  devise  to  trustees  upon  trust  to 
sdl,  for  the  benefit  of  persons,  who,  when  the  estate  is  sold 
and  conveyed,  are  infiuxts,  or  otherwise  incapable  of  entering 
mto  covenants  for  title,  the  trustees  might  be  held  bound 
to  make  good  the  representations  contained  in  a  recital  in 
the  conveyance,  that  the  testator  was  seised  of  the  property 
thereby  conveyed  for  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  fee  simple. 

In  aU  the  cases  referred  to  in  Money  v.  Jorden^  repre- 
sentations were  made  previously  to  the  marriage,  by  which 
the  party  making  such  representations  imdertook,  in  ef- 
fect^ though  without  entering  into  a  solemn  contract  for 
that  purpose,  to  make  a  certain  provision,  or  to  do  cer- 
tain other  acts  for  the  b^iefit  of  the  parties ;  and  it  was 
upon  the  £Edth  of  such  repi^Bsentations  that  the  marriage 
was  solemnised.  But  in  the  case  before  me,  a  settlement 
is  executed  previously  to  the  marriage.  And  all  that  the 
party  does  is  to  recite  "that,  upon  the  treaty  for  the 
intended  marriage,  he  proposed  and  agreed  to  secure  the 
annuity  in  question  in  manner  and  subject  as  thereinafter 
expressed.''  That  being  all  he  recites, — unless  I  find  within 
the  four  comers  of  the  settlement  a  covenant  on  which  an 
action  can  be  maintained  at  law,  I  apprehend  there  can  be 
no  sepamte  equity  which  this  Court  can  fasten  upon  the 
coDflcience  of  the  settlor. 


]8d 
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MONTFBRVT 

V. 
MONTPENinr, 

Oe  EqnUabU 


No  doubt  thifi  lady  has  been  misled,  tto  every  ptiix^haser 
is  mided  who  purchases  loi  estiite  upon  what  proves  to  be 
a  defective  title;  but  I  cannot  give  her  higher  rights  than 
she  would  have  at  law. 

The  claim,  therefore,  must  be  disallowed 


nth. 


In  me  MAtTEi  Of  PORTER'S   TRUST, 

Aim 

Ik  tha  MA-rtls  ov  THE  TRUSTEE  RELIEF  ACT. 

WxOr^Cm-  Esther  porter,  by  her  wUl,  after  giving  two  sums 
quegt  toone'^or  pf  5002.  each  in  the  New  4  per  Cents,  to  her  two  brothers, 
I^J^j^^^J^  SomAid  and  WiMiam  Porter,  gave  to  her  sister  Sarah,  for 
—L<^  her  life,  everything  she  died  possessed  of  (except  the  two 
Where  there  is  before-mentioned  sums  of  5002.  each),  and  also  whatever  pro- 
fori^and  '  perty  she  might  have  in  the  Funds,  after  paying  the  Said  two 
S^  to*i!*"«or  ^e^^^  ^f  fiOOZ.  each.  She  then  bequeathed  as  follows  :— 
hiBperBonalre-  "And  at  the  death  of  my  said  sister  I  give  to  my  said 

presentativea,"  n  -i  -n 

or  a  hequeet  to  brother  Sam/ud  Porter,  or  hia  hevra,  1,000{.  in  the  4  per 

B.  to  he  paid  80  p^„x-« 
many  months     xajuus 
after  testator's    . 
death  to  B. ''or 
his  personal 
representa- 
tiyes,"  the 
Courts  have 
constroedit 
simply  as  an- 
other way  of 
giving  j5.  a 
vested  interest 
upon  the  tes- 
tator's death; 
and  B,  dying 

hefore  the  testator,  theheqnest  has  heen  held  to  hipse:  hnt  if,  instead  of  ''personal  repre- 
sentatives," the  word  "  heirs  "  he  used,  it  «h6w«  the  tecftotor  intended  the  persons  he  derfgiwtes 
as  "  heirs  "  to  take  hy  way  of  snhstitntion  whenever  B,  may  die,  and  there  shall  be  no  lapse 
although  B,  should  d^e  ^before  the  testator.  * 

Bequest  of  residue  to  j4  .  for  life,  and  at  her  death  a  legacy  to  J9.  "  or  his  heirs :"— fieU,  that  the 
legacy  to  B.  did  not  lapse  by  reason  of  his  death  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix,  but  that  his 
widow  and  only  child  took  by  substitution. 


The  testatrix  died  in  November,  1832. 

Samuel  Porter  died  intestate  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testa- 
trix, leaving  Av/n  Porter  his  widow,  and  John  Hall  Porter, 
his  only  child,  him  surviving.  Ann  died  in  March,  1857 ; 
/SbraA  in  May,  1857. 
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Mr.  Rm»ka^  Mr.  G.  HM^  and  Mr.  F(miMT^  for  variouB       ia57. 
parties^  some  of  whom  claimed  as  next  of  kin,  others  as    i^'^^^p^. 
reodnaiy  legatees : —  tbe's  ivm. 

Id  tke  eveots  that;  have  happened,  iSamteel  TcnUr 
kvffig  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix,  the  legacy  of 
1,00021  beqneatiied  to  him  "  or  his  heirs''  at  the  death  of 
tbe  tMiaiit  for  lilb^  has  lapsed  To  prerent  lapse,  the  in- 
tention most  be  dear  and  indispufaUe  npon  the  faee  of  the 
will;  and  whatever  construction  might  be  adopted  in  the 
case  of  a  bequest  to  one  or  his  representatives,  to  take  effect 
upon  the  death  of  the  testator,  no  life  estate  or  other  in- 
terral  being  interposed,  it  is  pafecUy  dear,  that  where  any 
intemil  is  interposed— where,  for  instance,  there  is  a  be«- 
quest  to  one  for  life,  and  after  his  death  legacies  are  given 
to  others  or  their  representatives,  such  legacies  must  lapse 
by  the  death  of  the  legatees  during  the  life  of  the  testator. 
Where  there  ia  any  period  to  which  the  provision  for  the 
death  of  a  legatee  can  be  r^erred  other  than  that  of  the 
testator's  own  Hfe^  the  Court  presumes  that  he  meant  to 
piOTide  fot  death  during  that  period,  and  not  during  his 
own  Kfelime :  Corbyn  v.  Frtneh  (a),  TidweU  v.  Arid  (6), 
'--txFth  casea  jMrecisely  similar  to  the  present  r  see  ahk> 
Hame^  v.  PiUcuntf  (c),  Nichols  v.  BoMlamd  ((2),  and  Ed^ 
toonb  V.  Edwa/ri8{ii)i  Ccrhyn  v.  Freneh  has  been  fre- 
quently dted,  see  OiUmgB  v.  M^DtfmaU  (/>,  and  Btme  r. 
Cook  (g),  and  always  witii  approbatiolt 

Tke  YiCHB^KAiffOflixaKT^In  Ban^  v.  Choh,  Chief  Baron 
Alexcmder  distinguishes  between  the  gift  to  childr^  and 
the  gift  to  executors  or  administrators^  in  the  event  of  the 
death  of  a  legatee. 

(a)  4  Yes.  418,  485.  (e)  15  Beav.  357,  364. 

(h)  3  Mad.  403.  (/)  2  M.  &  K.  69. 

(e)  2  M.  &  K.  15.  (g)  M'Clel.  168. 
(d)lK,8s  J.  504. 
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1857.  Mr.  ToUeTy  Mr.  WdLford,  and  Mr.  Crtuikmil^  for  various 

Inrb'p^-    t^ssignees  of  John  Hall  Porter,  contended  that  the  bequest 

raB*8  Trust,  ^^d  not  lapsed,  but  had  vested  in  John  HaU  Porter,  either 

ArfftmmiL      as  heir  at  law  of  Samuel,  or  as  his  next  of  kin  in  its  strict 

senses  that  is,  nearest  in  blood.    The  bequest  was  not  to 

SamAieL  ''  or  his  personal  representatives,"  but  to  Scmw^ 

"*  or  his  heirs."     Had  it  been  to  him  ''or  his  nert  of  kin," 

the  parties  would  clearly  have  been  entitled  to  take  by 

substitution  as  pereowB  desigruUce:   SdvHirda  v.  SaUh 

way  (a). 

They  cited  also  VaHey  v.  Winn{b),  Ive  v.  King(c), 
Hodgson  v.  SmUhson  (d),  AaJdmg  v.  Knowles  (e),  Oirdie- 
stone  V.  Doe  if).  In  re  Crawford's  Trust  {g),  SaUfbury 
V.  Petty  (h).  In  re  Sheppard's  TrvM(i),  and  Price  v. 
LockleyQo). 

Mr.  OottereU,  for  the  personal  representative  of  Ann 
Porter,  the  widow  of  Samuel,  concurred  that  there  had 
been  no  lapse ;  but  contended,  that^  under  the  words  ^  or  his 
heirs,"  the  widow  became  entitled  to  one-third  part  of  the 
legacy  bequeathed  to  Sam/uel;  the  word  "heirs"  in  a  sub- 
stitutional bequest  of  personalty  meaning  not  next  of  kin 
in  its  strict  sense,  that  is,  nearest  in  blood,  but  the  persons 
who,  under  the  Statutes  of  Distribution,  would  be  entitled 
to  succeed  to  the  personal  property  of  the  deceased  in  case 
he  died  intestate :  Doody  v.  Higgims  (Q. 

Mr.  Renshaw  in  reply. — Corbyn  v.  French,  was  not  cited 
in  Ive  V.  King  (m). 

(a)  2De  6.  &  Sm.  248 ;  S.  C,  (/)  2  Sim.  225. 
on  appeal,  2  Phill.  625.                            (g)  2  Diew.  237. 

(b)  2  K.  &  J.  700.  (h)  3  Hare,  86. 

(c)  16  Beav.  46.  (t)  1  K.  &  J.  269. 
{d)  21  Id.  354 ;  S.  C,  on  ap-  (A)  6  Beav.  180. 

peal,  26  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Ch.,  1 10.  (Q  2  K.  &  J.  729. 

(e)  3  Drew.  593.  (m)  16  Beav.  46* 
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The  yiCfi-CHAKC£LLOB.  —  The  proposition  in  Ive  v.        1857. 
King  is  yesrj  simple  and  well  established,  viz.  that  where    j^  mPoe- 
there  is  a  bequest  to  a  class>  followed  by  a  substitutional  be-   tbb's  Tbpst. 
quest  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  member  of  the  class,  there,     ArgmnenL 
to  detennine  whether  the  substitutional  bequest  is  to  take 
eflbct  upon  the  death  of  any  particular  individual,  you  must 
first  inquire  whether  he  was  a  member  of  the  class  at  alL 
If  he  was  not,  it  is  impossible  to  predicate  substitution  with 
leepect  to  him. 

Le  Jmne  v.  Le  Jeune  (a)  and  Penley  v.  PerUey  (6)  were 
also  cited  on  the  principal  question ;  and  De  Beauvovr  v» 
Ik  Beauvovr{^  on  the  meaning  of  the  word  " heirs''  in  a 
bequest  of  personalty. 

A  further  question  was  argued  between  the  next  of  kin 
and  the  parties  claiming  as  residuary  legatees,  as  to  whe- 
th^  the  will  contained  any  residuary  bequest ;  but  in  the 
flew  taken  by  the  Court  upon  the  principal  point,  thia 
question  did  not  require  a  decision. 

Judgment  reserved 


Tia&<7HANCELL0B  SiB  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

The  question  in  this  case  arises  with  reference  to  a  be-  Dee.  nth, 
quest  of  1,0002.,  given  in  this  way: — ^The  testatrix  first  judgment. 
bequeaths  her  residuary  property  to  her  sister,  Sarah 
Porter^  and  then  proceeds  as  follows :  ''And  at  the  death 
of  my  said  sister  I  give  to  my  said  brother,  Samud  Porter, 
or  hia  hevrs,  1,0002.  in  the  4  per  cents."  Scrniud  having 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix,  the  question  is,  whe- 
ther the  bequest  of  1,0002.  has  lapsed,  or  whether  the 
'heirs,"*  as  they  are  called  in  the  will,  are  entitled  to  take 
by  substitution. 

(a)  3  Kee.  701.  (h)  12  Beav.  547.  (c)  3  H.  L.  C.  524. 
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1857.  The  principles  which  govern  the  decisionB  in  cases  of  this 

IiTrb^Pob-    ^^^  ^"^  extremely  dear»  and  have  been  laid  down  with 
TER'8  TBU8T.   great  precision  in  the  case  of  Bone  v.  Cook  (a)  by  Chief  Baron 
Judgment,      Aleaso/oder,  a  judge  perfectly  conversant  with  the  princi- 
ples by  which  Courts  of  equity  are  regulated  in  such  cases. 
There  the  facts  were  these  : — ^There  was  a  bequest  to  one 
for  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  certain  legatees,  share  and 
share  alike ;  "and  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  of  the  said 
legatees  before  their  legacies  should  become  payable,  then 
the  testatrix  directed  that  the  legacy  of  each  of  them  dying 
should  go  to  and  be  paid  amongst  his  or  their  children,  share 
and  share  alike ;  and  in  case  of  such  decease  of  any  of  the 
said  legatees  without  having  a  child  or  children,  the  legacy 
of  him  or  her  so  dying  should  go  to  his  or  her  executors  or 
administrators  as  part  of  his  or  her  personal  estata''     One 
of  the  persons  named  as  legatees  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testatrix,  and  without  having  been  married,  and  the  ques- 
tion was  whether  her  legacy  lapsed,  or  whether  it  passed  by 
force  of  the  latter  clause  to  her  executors  or  admimstrators 
as  part  of  her  personal  estate.     The  Lord  Chief  Baron 
held  that  it  had  lapsed  ;  but  he  appears  to  concede^  that^ 
under  the  former  clause,  children  of  the  legatee,  had  there 
been  any,  woidd  have  taken  the  share  by  substitution,  not- 
withstanding she  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix 

That  case  is  perfectly  consistent  both  with  the  authori- 
ties that  preceded  and  with  those  that  followed,  bearing 
in  mind  the  distinction  stated  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in 
Ive  V.  Kimgib),  between  legacies  to  a  class  and  legacies  to 
individuals  named  in  the  will,  with  reference  to  substitu- 
tional gifts  to  children; — ^the  principle  of  that  distinction 
being,  that,  to  determine  whether  such  gifts  are  to  take 
e£fect,  the  test  in  the  case  of  a  legacy  to  a  class  must 
necessarily  be  this,  Was  the  deceased,  whose  supposed 
share  is  claimed,  or  was  he  not  ever  a  member  of  the 

(a)  M'Lel.  168.  (b)  16  Bear.  53. 
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<^;  in  other  words,  was  he  or  was  he  not  ever  an  object        1857. 
c^tbe  gift  ?    If  he  was  not,  there  can  be  no  substitution.         iiTbbP^. 

T£B*8  TkCST. 

So  tax  the  law  is  perfectly  clear ;  but  the  difficulty  in  Judgmmu. 
the  present  ease — and  the  same  difficulty  arose  in  Corbyn 
Y.  French(a)  and  TidwM  v.  Arid(b),  as  well  as  in  Bone  v. 
Cook{e\ — consists  in  determining  whether  the  clause  ''or 
his  heirs''  was  intended  as  a  clause  of  substitution — whether 
by  that  clause  the  testatrix  intended  to  substitute  in  the 
room  of  the  legatee  some  other  persons  called  ''  his  heirs/' 
or  simply  to  denote  that  the  legatee  was  to  take  a  vested 
and  transmissible  interest  in  the  legacy,  the  words  "  or  his 
heos,"  superfluous  in  themselves,  being  added  by  the  testa- 
trix ex  abundanti  cautel&,  and  as  ''an  anxious  expression," 
as  C!hief  Baron  Alexcmder  described  it,  that  the  legatee 
was  to  take  a  transmissible  interest  if  he  survived  her. 

Now  when  I  examine  the  case  of  Corbyn  v.  French,  I 
find  diat  the  principle  of  the  decision  was,  that  if  it  be 
dear  that  an  alternative  bequest  was  intended  to  be  sub- 
stitutional, then  it  shall  take  effect,  notwithstanding  the 
death  of  the  original  legatee  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testa- 
tor;  if  it  be  not  clear  that  it  was  intended  to  be  substi- 
tutional— if  it  appears  to  have  been  intended  merely  as  an 
expression  of  the  testator's  intention  that  the  interest  given 
to  the  original  legatee  should  be  vested  in  and  transmissible 
by  him,  ihea  the  legacy  will  lapse,  unless  the  original 
l^tee  survive  the  testator. 

In  Corbyn  v.  French,  the  residue  was  beque^ed  to  the 
testator's  widow  for  her  life,  and  after  her  death  part  of  it 
was  given  to  EUzaheOi  Cooper,  or  to  her  proper  represen- 
tstive,  in  case  she  should  not  be  living  at  the  widow's 
dooease ;  and  other  equal  parts  of  it  were  given  to  John 
Barker  9jid  three  others,  "  or  their  representatives  or  repre- 

(a)  4  Yes.  418.  (h)  3  Madd.  403.  (c)  M*Lel.  168. 
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sentative."  John  Barker  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime ; 
and  what  Lord  Alvanley  says  is  this,  "  As  to  the  l^acy  to 
TEB^g  Trust.  JqJi^  Barker,  I  think  the  question  can  hardly  be  raised 
Judgment,  npon  this  will ;  for  see  the  preceding  legacy  to  ElizaheOi 
Cooper,  Would  not  that  have  lapsed  if  EUzaheth  Cooper 
had  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator?  Beyond  all 
question  it  would.  It  is  nothing  more  than  sapng  it  shall 
go  to  her  representatives  if  she  dies  before  his  wife.  As  to 
the  others,  I  am  of  opinion  it  is  nothing  more  than  a  gift  to 
them  at  the  death  of  his  wife;  but  it  was  intended  only  as 
a  beneficial  interest  to  them,  and  must  as  such  vest  in 
ihem  before  it  could  be  transmissible.''  (So  that  he  treats 
it  as  not  being  in  any  way  substitutional.)  ''The  rules 
upon  which  the  Court  proceeds  are  perfectly  established. 
A  testator  is  never  to  be  supposed  to  mean  to  give  to  any 
but  liiose  who  shall  survive  him,  unless  the  intention  is 
perfectly  clear.  I  will  not  determine  now,  because  it  is  not 
necessary,  that  where  a  l^acy  is  given  to  a  person  or  to 
his  representatives,  it  can  mean  anything  but  in  case  of  his 
death  in  the  life  of  the  testator.  But  it  is  perfectly  dear  that 
where  the  fund  is  given  to  one  for  life,  and  after  the  death 
of  that  person  to  several  others,  and  in  case  of  their  deaths 
to  their  representatives,  there  is  no  reason  to  presume  an 
intention  that  it  shall  not  lapse  by  the  death  of  the  legatee 
in  the  life  of  the  testator/'  And  he  decided  that  it  was  im- 
possible in  that  case,  without  transgressing  every  rule  as 
to  vesting,  to  hold  the  legacy  vested,  the  legatee  not  having 
lived  to  take  the  benefit  under  the  testator's  will  (a). 

The  case  there  pointed  at  by  Lord  Alva/ydey,  and  which 
he  said  it  was  not  necessary  for  him  to  determine,  actually 
arose  in  Oittvngs  v.  M'DermoUQ)),  where  the  bequest  was 
to  certain  persons  nominatim,  "or"  to  their  heirs;  and 
the  Court  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  disjunctive 

(a)  4  Ves.  435.  (5)  2  M.  &  K.  69. 
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ifoid    "or"    must   mean    substitutioil    The   disjunctive  1857. 

marked  plainly  that  the  testator  intended  to  provide  for  i^  rb  Por- 

an  alternative  bequest,  viz.  to  the  legatees,  if  they  should  *»'»  Trust. 

survive ;  and  if  they  should  not,  to  their  "heirs^"  as  they  Jfidgmeiu. 
were  called  in  his  will 

Now  does  TidweU  v.  Ariel(a)  require  me  to  adopt  a 
different  view  upon  the  question,  whether  the  bequest  is 
substitutional  in  the  case  now  before  me  ?  It  is  clear  that 
IHdwell  V.  Ariel  is  on  all  fours  with  the  present;  for 
whether  the  direction  be  that  the  legacy  shall  be  paid,  as 
there,  a  few  months  after  the  testator's  decease,  or,  as  here» 
at  the  death  of  a  tenant  for  life,  is  plainly  immaterial ; 
and  the  only  question  is  whether,  the  word  "heirs"  in  a 
bequest  of  personalty  being  now  decided  to  have  a  meaning 
different  from  what  was  attached  to  it  at  the  date  of  that 
decision,  the  same  construction  is  to  be  put  upon  the 
bequest 

In  oonffldering  this  question,  it  is  important  to  see  what 
were  the  facts  in  TidweU  v.  Arid,    There  was  first  an 
absolute  bequest  to  the  testator^s  daughter  Dorothy,  followed 
by  other  legacies  to  other  persons,  then  a  direction  that  all 
the  l^acies  should  be  paid  at  the  end  of  a  year  after  the 
testator's  decease, "  or  to  their  several  and  respective  heirs." 
Dorothy  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  and  the  bill 
was  filed  by  the  son  and  heir  and  by  the  husband  of  the 
deceased,  the  son  contending  that  the  legacy  vested  in  him 
as  heir  and  persona  designata  (not  as  next  of  kin  or  imder 
the  statute),  the  husband  contending  that  in  case  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  testator  meant  by  the  word 
"  heir,"  with  reference  to  the  nature  of  the  property  be- 
queathed, rather  to  denote  the  personal  representatives  of 
his  legatees,  then  the  legacy  to  Dorothy  his  late  wife  vested 

(a)  3  Madd.  403. 
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1857.  in  him  as  her  adrmnistratcT  arid  peraorud  representative. 
Ik^ePor-  ^®  Vioe-Chancellor  (I  observe  it  was  Sir  John  Leack,  not 
TEB'8  Tbust.  Sir  Thomas  Plumer)  says  this :— "  The  legacy  of  600i. 
Judgment,  is,  in  the  first  place,  given  to  Dorothy,  simpliciter,  as  a 
mere  personal  legacy,  failing  by  her  death  before  the  tes- 
tator. The  testator  afterwards  directs  that  his  respective 
legacies  shall  be  paid  by  his  trustees  at  the  end  of  one 
whole  year  next  after  his  decease,  or  to  their  several  or 
respective  heirs.  It  is  said  that  this  direction  is  incon- 
sistent with  a  mere  personal  gift  to  Dorothy,  and  is^ 
therefore,  a  substitution  of  a  new  legatee  in  the  event  of 
her  dying  before  the  testator.  If  the  direction  had  been 
that  the  respective  legacies  should,  at  his  death,  be  paid 
to  the  legatees  or  their  respective  heirs,  the  inconsistency 
contended  for  would  have  existed ;  but  a  payment  to  the 
repi^esentative  at  the  end  of  a  year  after  the  testator's 
death,  if  the  legatee  be  not  then  living,  is  not  incon- 
sistent with  a  personal  gift  to  the  legatee  "  (a).  In  other 
words,  the  term  "  heirs,"  being  treated  as  used  by  the 
testator  in  the  sense  of  **  representatives,''  this  was  held 
to  be  simply  an  absolute  bequest  to  Dorothy,  to  lapse  if 
she  did  not  survive  the  testator. 

Assuming  that  the  word  "  heir,"  occurring  in  such  a  be- 
quest, was  to  be  construed  as  simply  equivalent  to  "  personal 
representative,"  that  decision  is  entirely  consistent  with 
Lord  Alvatiiey's  in  Corbyn  v.  French;  but  if  "heirs" 
mean  not  the  representative  as  such,  but  those  who  take 
beneficially  and  free  from  the  first  legatee's  debts,  then  they 
are  inconsistent  with  an  absolute  gift  to  the  first  taker  (p). 

But  now  as  to  the  word  "  heir  "  and  the  construction  put 
upon  it  in  TidweU  v.  Ariel.    At  the  date  of  that  decision, 

(a)  3  Madd.  409.  peal,  2  PhUl.  627 ;  S.C,  12  Sur. 

(b)  See  Edwards  v.  Scdoway^  487),  overruling  Baker  v.  Han- 
(12  Jurist,  493,  affirmed  on  ap-      bury  (3  Russ.  340). 
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Vaux  V.  Henderson  (a)  was  not  reported,  and  the  Plamti£Gi        ]  357. 

in  Tidwell  v.  Arid  claiming,  the  one  simply  as  heir  at  law,  i^^^^ 
the  other  simply  as  personal  representative,  and  the  Court  nR*8  Trust. 
being  of  opinion  that  the  word  "  heir  "  meant  '*  personal  j^i^wunt 
representative,''  there  was  nothing  to  be  done  but  to  dismiss 
the  bill ;  but  now  it  is  well  settled  that  where  the  word 
"  heir  "  occurs  in  a  gift  of  personal  property,  and  the  heir 
at  law  does  not  take  as  persona  designata,  the  term  "  heir  " 
diall  mean  not  personal  representative,  but  those  who  for 
the  purposes  of  succession  stand  in  regard  to  the  personal 
property  of  the  testator  in  a  position  analogous  to  that  in 
which  the  heir  at  law  would  stand  in  regard  to  his  real 
property.  It  has  often  been  said,  that^  in  such  cases,  the 
word  means  next  of  kin,  but  in  Doody  v.  Higgina  (6),  I 
held  it  must  mean  such  persons  as  would  have  been  en- 
titled under  the  Statutes  of  Distribution  to  succeed  to  the 
perBonal  property  of  the  deceased  in  case  he  had  died  intes* 
tate,  including,  therefore,  a  widow. 

Bat  if  such  be  the  persons  who  are  to  take  as  ''  heirs " 
under  a  bequest  to  a  person  "  or  his  heirs,''  must  they  not 
necessarily  take  as  personsB  designatse?  In  no  sense  do 
they  take  by  way  of  transmission.  They  do  not  take  the 
property  charged  with  the  debts  of  the  deceased.  They 
are  in  no  sense  his  "  representatives."  In  every  such  gift 
the  parties  indicated  as  ''  heirs  "  must  take  as  personsB 
desigiiatse;  and,  if  so,  they  must  take  by  substitution,  and 
the  gift  must  be  as  clearly  a  substitutional  gift  as  in  the 
case  of  a  bequest  to  one  "  or  his  children,"  or  to  one  "  or 
his  next  of  kin,"  or  any  other  designated  class. 

I  should  follow  most  strictly  the  authorities  of  Corbyny. 
French,  and  Tidwell  v.  Ariel,  to  this  extent,  that  where 
there  is  a  bequest  to  A,  for  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  to  B. 
or  "  his  executors,"  or  to  B.  "  or  his  personal  represen- 

(a)  IJac  &  W.  388,  n.  (b)  2  K.  &  J.  729. 
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1857.        tatives,''  or  a  bequest  to  £  to  be  paid  so  many  months 

xT^^p^.     <^r  the  testator's  decease  to  bim  '^  or  to  his  personal 

teb'sTruot.    representatives/'  it  is   simply  another  way  of  giving  a 

JvdgmenL      vested  interest  to  .5.  upon  the  testator's  own  death,  and 

if  B.  die  before  the  testator,  the  bequest  shall  lapse ;  but^ 

if  instead  of  "  personal  representatives"  the  word  "  heirs  " 

be  used,  as  here  it  is  used,  I  apprehend  that  circumstance 

shows  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator  that  the 

persons  he  designates  as  "  heirs ''  are  to  take  by  way  of 

substitution  whenever  B.  may  die,  and  the  bequest  will  not 

lapse  although  .5.  may  die  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator. 

Therefore,  in  this  case,  I  must  hold,  that,  in  the  events 
that  have  happened,  there  has  been  no  lapse  of  the  1,000£. 
bequeathed  to  SamAid^  but  the  widow  and  the  son,  or  his 
assignees,  are  entitled — ^the  widow  to  one-third,  and  the 
son,  or  his  assignees,  to  the  other  two-thirds  of  the  fund. 


Minute,  Dbclasation  and  order  accordingly. 
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Iir  THE  Matter  of  the  TRUSTS  of  the  WILL  of     f^-  27<*. 
JOHN  JAMES  HOWELL  COE,  deceased, 

AND 

Of  THE  ACT  10  &  11  VICT,  a  96,  for  the  RELIEF 
OF  TRUSTEES. 

X  HE  testator,  by  bis  will,  in  1838,  bequeathed  his  residu-     wm^Cm^ 
BTj  personal  estate  to  his  executors  upon  trust  to  invest  as  y,^^^!!!^ 
therein  mentioned ;  and  to  stand  possessed  of  the  securi-   cre«io«— Poy- 
ties  upon  which  it  should  be  invested,  upon  trust  to  pay  Courf— lo^ii 
the  dividends  to  his  wife  during  her  life,  and,  after  her       •«*;^6- 
decease,  upon  trust  to  make  a  weekly  allowance  to  his  '^^^^^ 
son  SamiLel  or  his  children,  if  he  should  have  died  leaving  dared  it  should 
duldren,  towards  his  or  their  maintenance  and   support^  discretion  to 
such  allowance  to  be  in  the  discretion  of  his  executors  or  ^y*^^f  Se 
the  survivor  of  them,  his  executors  or  administratora    The  pmcipai  of  » 

nind  to  his  son, 

Will  then  proceeded  in  these  words : — "  And   I  hereby  or  to  his  chU- 
declare  that  it  shall  be  in  the  discretion  of  my  executors,  should  hedead, 
or  the  survivor  of  them,  his  executors  or  administrators,  Ss^or*their^ 
(and  during  the  life  of  my  wife  with  her  consent  in  writing),  maintenance  or 

advancenient 

to  advance  all  or  any  part  of  the  principal  money  of  such  m  the  world,  it 

stocks,  funds,  and  securities,  to  my  said  son  Scumud,  (or  to  that  his  s^* 

his  children,  if  he  should  be  dead),  in  or  towards  his  or  ^^^^^^^ 

their  maintenance  or  advancement  in  the  world;  it  being  the  whole 

my  wish  that  my  said  son  (if  living)  should  have  the  whole  moneys  if  he 

benefit  of  such  moneys,  if  he  should  conduct  himself  steadily  ^^ifsteadi*!* 

and  to  the  satisfaction  of  my  said  executors,  or  the  survivor  ^y  ^^  *?  *^®^ 

^  satisfaction  of 

his  trustees, 
with  gifts  over,  in  the  event  of  the  whole  of  such  moneys  not  having  been  advanced  by  the 
trustees.  The  son  having  assigned  his  interest  under  the  will,  the  trustees,  after  the 
widow's  death,  paid  the  fund  into  Court  under  the  Trustee  Relief  Act,  but  did  not  suggest 
that  the  son  bad  conducted  himself  otherwise  than  steadily  and  to  their  satisfaction: — Heldj 
fnt^  upon  the  construction  of  the  will,  that  this  was,  in  effect,  a  trust  for  the  son  with  a  power 
for  the  trustees  to  deprive  him  of  the  fund  if  he  should  not  conduct  himself  steadily  and  to 
tbeir  satisfaction;  tfeoofu%,  that,  the  trustees  having  declined  to  exercise  that  power,  it  was 
not  competent  to  this  Court  to  exercise  it;  and  the  fund  was  ordered  to  be  transferred  to  the 
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of  them,  his  executors  or  administrators ;  and  in  the  event 
of  my  said  son  leaving  children,  and  the  whole  of  such 
moneys  shall  not  have  been  advanced  by  my  said  executors 
or  the  survivor  of  them,  his  executors  or  administrators^ 
under  the  provisions  hereinbefore  contained,  then  I  give 
and  bequeath  theisame  unto  and  amongst  the  said  child  or 
children,  as  and  when  he,  she,  or  they  shall  respectively 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  but  if  my  said  son  shall 
depart  this  life  without  having  had  the  whole  of  such 
moneys  advanced  to  him  under  such  provision,  and  without 
having  had  any  child  or  children  him  surviving,  or  if  such 
child  or  children  shall  depart  this  life  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  also  without  having  received,  or  without 
having  had  such  moneys  advanced  to  them  under  such 
provision,  then  I  give  and  bequeath  the  same  unto  and 
amongst''  (certain  residuary  legatees),  "share  and  share 
alike." 


The  testator  died  in  1841;  his  widow  in  1856. 

In  the  interval  Samuel  executed  assignments,  vesting 
all  his  interest  imder  the  will  in  the  Petitioner  absolutely. 


Upon  the  death  of  the  widow,  the  trustees  paid  what 
remained  of  the  fund,  (841?.  Oa.  lOd,)  into  court;  but  they 
did  not  suggest  that  Samuel  had  conducted  himself  other- 
wise than  steadily,  and  to  their  satisfaction. 

The  petition  prayed  to  have  the  fund  in  court  transferred 
to  the  Petitioner. 


Argumeru,  jfr.  Renshaw  for  the  Petitioner  contended,  that,  upon 
payment  of  the  fund  into  court,  the  discretionary  power  of 
the  trustees  to  determine  how  much  should  be  allowed  or 
advanced  for  the  maintenance  and  benefit  of  the  testator's 
son   as  in  the  wiU  mentioned,  and  to  reserve  what  in 
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their  opinion  might  not  be  requisite  for  those  purposes         1858. 
for  the  benefit  of  those  in  remainder,  ceased,  and  the  Peti-    iT^^'coe's 
doner,  as  his  assignee,  became  entitled  absolutely  to  the       Trust. 
whole  of  the  fund  so  paid  in,  by  analogy  to  the  cases,      Aryument 
where  there  is  a  discretionaiy  power  in  trustees  to  apply 
moneys  for  the  personal  benefit  of  a  person  who  afterwards 
becomes  bankrupt  or  insolvent^  and  no  clause  of  forfeiture 
or  cesser  in  the  event  of  bankruptcy  or  insolvency,  nor  any 
limitation  over  expressly  consequent  upon  that  events  and 
the  assignees  are  held  entitled,  notwithstanding  a  general 
limitation  over:  jS^noti^donv.  i)a20«(a),Pter<:^v.iZo&erfo(6); 
see  also  Green  v.  Spicer{c). 

The  Vicb-Chancklloil — Green  v.  Spicer  was  more  like 
the  case  of  Brandon  v.  Robinson  (d) — ^a  complete  gift, 
then  an  attempt  to  fetter  it,  and  no  gift  over. 

Mr.  Renshaw. — ^In  Sriowdon  v.  Dales,  and  Piercy  v. 
Roberts,  there  was  a  clear  gift  over ;  see  also  Tounghusband 
T.  6isbome(e),  where  there  was  an  express  attempt  to 
guard  the  fund  firom  alienatioa 

The  Vice-Chancellob. — Do  the  trustees  suggest  any- 
thing as  to  misconduct  on  the  part  of  Samudt 

Mr.  Wood  for  the  trusteea — ^They  have  no  suggestion  to 
make  on  that  subject  They  are  merely  desirous  of  being 
relieved,  and  with  that  view  have  paid  the  money  into 
court 

Mr.  Hardy  for  the  children  of  Sarrmel,  and  for  the 
residuary  l^atees,  contended,  that^  according  to  the  true 
construction  of  the  will,  the  trustees  had  in  regard  to  the 
imndpal  money  merely  a  discretion.    No  duty,  no  trust 

(a)  6  Sim.  524.  (h)  1  M.  &  K.  4.  (c)  1  R.  &  M.  395. 

Cd)lS  Ve8.  429.  (e)  1  Coll.  400. 
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1858.        was  imposed  upon  them,  and,  unless  they  exercised  their 

IwrbCoe's    discretion  in  favour  of  Samuel,  the  Court  could  not  exercise 

Tbuot.       it  for  them.    He  cited  Twopem/ny  v.  Peyton  (a),  to  show 

-^rgum^Ht     that  a  legacy  given  to  trustees,  to  be  applied  clearly  for  the 

personal  benefit  of  a  cestui  que  trust,  would  be  protected 

from  his  assignees,  even  where  he  was  bankrupt  or  insolvent. 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 


Judgment       ViCE-ChANOELLOR  SiR  W.  PaGE  WoOD  : — 

This  will  is  obscurely  expressed,  but  the  last  clause  is  so 
strong  in  favour  of  an  absolute  gift  to  the  son,  that  in  the 
events  which  have  occurred  I  cannot  deprive  his  assignee 
of  the  fund. 

The  words  are,  *'  It  being  my  wish  that  my  said  son  (if 
living)  should  have  the  whole  benefit  of  such  moneys,  if  he 
should  conduct  himself  steadily,  and  to  the  satisfisu^on  of 
my  said  executors,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  his  executors  or 
administratora""  Looking  to  those  words,  it  would  be 
impossible  to  hold,  that  if  the  trustees  had  died  in  the  life- 
time of  the  testator,  the  fund  would  not  have  been  im- 
pressed with  a  trust  for  the  absolute  benefit  of  the  son. 

This  is  not  a  mere  case  of  a  power  to  advance  the  whole 
or  part  of  a  fund  for  the  benefit  of  the  party  in  question ; 
but  the  fund  is  vested  in  the  trustees,  upon  trust  to  pay 
the  dividends  to  the  testator's  widow  during  her  life,  and 
after  her  death,  in  effect,  as  if  the  testator  had  said  *'  in 
trust  for  my  son,"'  but  subject  to  a  power  in  the  trustees 
to  deprive  him  of  it  if  he  should  not  conduct  himself 
steadily,  and  to  their  satisfaction.  Then,  the  trustees  having 
refused  to  exercise  in  any  way  the  discretionary  power  so 

(a)  10  Sim.  487. 
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giyen  to  them^  I  apprehend  it  is  not  competent  to  this  1858. 

Conrt  to  exercise  it     In  the  absence  of  any  act  on  their  i^g  ^^  q^^^s 

part  in  exercise  of  their  power  to  deprive  the  son — ^for  that  Tbuot. 

is  the  real  nature  of  the  power  given  them  by  the  testator,  Judgment. 
and  not  a  power  to  advance  the  fund  or  any  portion  of  it  for 
his  benefit, — ^this  Court  cannot  do  any  act  for  that  purpose. 

The  trustees  of  the  fund,  after  the  death  of  the  widow,  are 
to  make  a  weekly  allowance  to  the  son  or  his  children,  if 
he  should  have  died  leaving  children,  towards  his  or  their 
maintenance  and  support,  such  allowance  to  be  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  trustees;  and  then  the  will  proceeds  thus :— > 
"  And  I  hereby  declare  that  it  shall  be  in  the  discretion  of 
my  executors  or  the  survivors  of  them  (and,  during  the  life 
of  my  wife,  with  her  consent  in  writing)  to  advance  all  or 
any  part  of  the  principal  money  to  my  said  son  (or  to  his 
duldreo,  if  he  should  be  dead)  in  or  towards  his  or  their 
maintenance  or  advancement  in  the  world,  it  being  my 
wish  (and  this  is  the  strong  part  of  the  case)  "  that  my 
said  son  Q£  living)  should  have  the  whole  benefit  of  such 
moneys,  if  he  should  conduct  himself  steadily,  and  to  the  sa- 
tisfaction of  my  said  executors."  It  appears  to  me  that  those 
words  are  just  as  strong  as  if  the  testator  had  said,  '  My 
executors  are  to  hold  the  moneys  in  trust  for  my  said  son, 
if  he  conducts  himself  steadily  and  to  their  satisfaction.' 

The  trustees  had  clearly  a  discretionaiy  power  of 
deprivvng  the  son  of  the  principal  moneys  in  question,  but 
that  is  a  power  which  this  Court  cannot  exercise;  and  as 
they  have  renounced  their  power  by  paying  the  fund  into 
court,  it  has  vested  in  the  son — or,  I  should  say,  in  the 
Petitioner  as  his  assignee— absolutely. 

I  must,  therefore,  order  the  fund  to  be  transferred  to  the 
Petitioner. 

Ordered  accordingly. 
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1858. 


„  ,  „,,  VANDENBERG  v.  PALMER 

March  25th. 

Voiuniary     ^^  ^®  }^^^  ^^  April,  1853,  Antouio  Vanderiherg,  late  of 
Trust^Vaiid   Co/rUoTL  merchant,  since  deceased,  wrote  from  Ca/rvton   to 
"     '='-  •     Messrs.  Palmer  &  C/O.,  merchants,  wnorwere  his  correspendents 
in  London,  as  follows  : — **  I  beg  you  will  have  the  goodness 
to  transfer  from  my  tea  accomit  a  sum,  so  as  to  make  it 
10002.,  which  is  to  be  invested  in  East  In>dm  Company's 
ohmt  ^  cwia  ^^  ^^  London,  and  remitted  to  Messrs.  Dent  <k  Co.  here, 
for  them  to  return  you  in  clear  credit,  and  to  be  kept  so 
employed  with  activity  for  the  benefit  of  my  children ;  and 
I  should  like  you  to  do  so  immediately  after  the  receipt 
of  this,  and  frx>m  its  interest  and  profit  (I  mean  from  the 
said  sum)  to  pay  for  their  schooling  and  expenses  in  Lon- 
don, and  their  passage  back  when  their  education  is  oom- 
pleta     By  the  August  mail,  in  which  Mr.  Lopes  will  re- 
letters  he  wrote  ij^j^  jq^  ^yi  tjg  pleased  to  send  me  an  .account  of  what 

to  the  aiime  »  j  r 

correspon-  you  have  disbursed  with  my  children  up  to  that  tune, 
had  declined  leaving  Only  10002.  for  them  employed  as  above  recom- 
mended.^' 


directed  his 
correspondents 
in  London  to 
transfer  1000^ 
from  his  tea 
account,  and 
employ  it  in 
exchange 
transactions  for 
the  benefit  of 
his  children. 
In  subsequent 


Messrs.  Pahner  accordingly,  on  the  24th  of  June,  1853, 


giving  any 
opinion  as  to 
the  reinvest- 
ment of  the 
fund,  as  he 

had^no  further  remitted  to  Messra  Deni  <k  Co.  at  Camton,  bills  of  the 
M^fiteion^''  ^^  •'^^  Company  to  the  value  of  1,000?.,  and  at  the 
tohischii-       same  time  wrote  to  Va/ndenberg  as  follows: — "In  com- 

dren,""thathe  .  ^ 

had  appro-        pliance  with  your  instructions,  we  send  by  the  present 

priated  it  to 
them,  and  his 

correspondents  were  to  consider  it  as  theirs."  The  correspondents  accordingly  opened  a 
separate  account,  headed  "  A,  F.,  Esq.,  exchange  account  on  account  of  children,"  previously 
informing  him  of  their  intention  so  to  do: — Heldj  that  by  the  first  letter  a  trust  was  well 
created  in  favour  of  the  children,  although  the  fund  was  still  so  far  in  the  control  of  A.  V. 
as  to  be  liable  to  his  drawing;  and  notwithstanding  A.  F.,  in  one  of  the  letters,  had  desired 
his  correspondents  to  consider  it  as  '^  subject  to  the  order  of  his  executors  "  in  the  event  of 
his  death. 

The  authorities  on  this  subject  examined,  and  GaakeU  v.  GatiMl  (2  Yon.  &  J.  502)  ex- 
plained. 


V. 

Pauibs. 
SlatemeiU. 
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mail  lOOO;.,  or,  at  is.  C.  R,  10,000  in  EaM  India  1858. 
Compcm^a  bills  on  Bengal,  to  our  mutual  fhendsy  MesBrs.  v^^^^^k^o 
Dent  &  Co.y  with  orders  to  remit  the  proceeds  to  us  in 
undoubted  bills  on  your  account,  and  shall  continue  to  em- 
ploy this  sum  in  a  similar  manner  until  otherwise  directed. 
We  chaige  the  amount  to  your  general  account  (of  which 
we  enclose  a  sketch),  thus  leaving  500Z.  at  credit  of  your 
children's  account,  which  we  doubt  not  you  will  approve  ; 
as  it  would  hardly  be  safe  to  reckon  upon  paying  their  ex- 
penses out  of  the  profits  of  an  exchange  operation  of  so 
limited  character.'' 

On  the  16th  of  August,  1853,  Vandenberg  wrote  to 
Messrs.  Fahner  as  follows : — '*1  note  the  remittance  of 
10002.  or  C.  R  10,000  to  Messrs.  Dent  ik  Co.,  who 
have  informed  me  of  the  same,  and  as  I  being  (aio)  on  the 
spot,  they  desired  to  have  my  opinion  as  regards  the  re- 
investment^  which  of  course  I  declined  giving,  as  I  con- 
sider myself  to  have  no  further  control  over  that  amount, 
as  it  belongs  to  my  children,  which  sum  I  wish  you  to 
keep  continually  employed  backwards  and  forwards  for 
their  benefit,  and,  as  long  as  I  am  here,  I  will  remit  you 
regularly  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  their  schooling 
expenses^  so  that  this  10002.  may  not  be  touched  for  the 
present  for  the  said  purposes." 

On  the  24ih  of  October,  1853,  Messrs.  Pdhner  wrote  to 
VaTidenberg  as  follows  : — *'  We  have  received  from  Messrs. 
DevU  A  Co.  a  remittance  of  10482.  8«.  3d.,  being  returns  for 
lOOOI.  sent  to  them  in  East  Indm  Company's  bills  on 
your  account^  per  mail  of  24th  June.  We  shall  return  this 
amount  to  Messrs.  Dent  Jk  Co.  on  your  account  in  bar 
silver,  by  mail  of  4!th  November,  with  instructions  to  send 
back  the  proceeds  on  most  favourable  terms.  We  shall 
open  a  separate  account  to  be  called  'Exchange  account 
^la  Children'  for  this  transaction." 


Statement 


206  CASES  m  CHANCEEY. 

1858.  An  account  was  accordingly  opened  in  Messrs.  Palmer 

Vandenotbo    ^  ^^-'^  books,  headed  "  A.  Vandenherg,  Esq.,  Exchange 
Palmbb.      ^^^^*  ^la  Children  in  account  with  Palmer  is  Co'^  in 
which  all  transactions  relating  to  the  10002.,  and  the  ex- 
changes for  the  same,  were  duly  entered. 

On  the  25th  of  October,  in  the  same  year,  Yarkdefnherg 
wrote  from  Canton  the  following  letter  to  Messrs.  Palmur 
&  Co. : — **  Mr.  E,  J.  OilTnan  having  been  kind  enough 
to  promise  me  and  my  brother-in-law,  Mr.  P.  Lopes,  to 
look  after  my  children  during  their  stay  in  England  pur- 
suing their  education,  and  I  have  made  arrangements  to 
place  in  the  hands  of  Messrs.  Ashton  ^  Co.  a  small  sum 
of  money  for  their  schooling  and  other  expenses,  that  you 
will  not  be  troubled  hereafter  with  any  calls  for  money  on  the 
said  account,  you  will  please,  therefore,  after  the  payment 
of  Mrs.  Webster^e  fees  for  six  months,  ending  10th  of  June 
next,  as  per  my  letter  of  the  10th  inst,  to  add  the  balance 
of  this  account  to  the  10002.  already  invested  in  exchange 
operations  between  Engkmd  and  China,  and  in  your  and 
Messra  Dent  4r  Go.'s  hands,  which  sum  has  been  appro- 
priated by  me  to  them,  and  you  will  be  pleased  to  consider 
as  theirs,  and  subject  to  the  order  of  my  excecutors  in  the 
event  of  any  accident  to  myself,  and  quite  separate  from 
my  general  account  with  your  firm." 

In  June,  1855,  Vanderiberg  died  intestate  and  in  in- 
solvent circumstances. 

At  the  date  of  the  letter  of  the  18th  of  April,  1853, 
the  deceased  had  three  children,  all  of  whom  were  still 
infiemts,  and  who  now,  by  their  next  friend,  filed  their  bill 
against  Messrs.  Palmier  S{  Co.,  praying  that  the  amount 
standing  to  the  credit  of  the  exchange  account  on  account 
of  the  children  of  the  deceased  might  be  ascertained ;  and 
that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  amount  so  standing  to 
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the  oredit  of  that  aooount  became  and  was  subject  to  a 
tnut  in  fitvoor  of  the  Plaintiflh,  and  for  ooDsequent  relie£ 

Messrs.  PalmeT  stated  by  their  answer^  that,  on  the  20th 
of  Jane,  1853,  when  they  received  the  letter  of  April,  1853, 
they  estimated  that  there  would  be  a  balance  in  fftvour  of 
the  deceased  on  the  transactions  then  pending,  but  such  ba* 
lance  was  not  then  ascertained,  and,  in  &ct^  there  was  not, 
either  on  the  18th  of  April  or  on  the  20th  of  June,  1853^ 
lOOOL  or  any  other  sum  due  from  their  firm  to  the  de- 
ceased ;  that,  in  November,  1854,  it  was  ascertained  that 
on  the  result  of  all  transactions  the  deceased  was  indebted 
to  the  firm,  and  fix)m  that  time  until  his  death  continued 
so  indebted ;  and  that  at  his  death  a  balance  of  3300Z.  was 
dnefiromhis  estate  to  their  firm.  They  further  stated,  that^ 
up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  they  treated  the  several  sums 
carried  to  the  **  Exchange  account  o/a  Children  "  as  part  of 
the  assets  of  the  deceased,  and  liable  to  be  applied  by  them 
in  discharge  of  the  balance  due  fit>m  him  to  their  firm;  but 
having  been  advised  by  counsel  that  a  valid  trust  had  been 
cteated  of  such  sums  in  fiivour  of  the  children  of  the 
deceased,  they  did  not  now  make  any  daim  thereta 


1858. 


SiaiemiaU, 


It  aj^ieared  that  a  posthumous  child  of  the  deceased  had 
been  bom  since  the  institution  of  the  suit 


Mr.  neikervngUm^  in  the  absence  of  the  Solidtor-Oene^ 
rd  (Sir  H.  Cavms)  for  the  Plaintiflh,  contended,  that^  by 
the  letter  of  April,  1853,  a  valid  trust  was  created  in  favour 
of  the  FlaintifiEs;  and  that  the  amount  now  standing  to  the 
credit  of  the  exchange  account  on  account  of  the  children 
was  subject  to  that  trust 

Mr.  Cotton,  for  Messrs.  PcUmer  ^  Co.,  did  not  dispute 
the  Plaintif&'  daim,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  a 
VOL.  TV.  P 


ArgumtmL 
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1858.        valid  trost  was  created.  He  submitted,  however,  whether  the 
y^D^ma  posthumous  child  did  not  take  an  interest  under  such  trust. 


V. 

Palmeb. 


Mr.  Taylor,  for  the  personal  representative  appointed  in 
the  suit  to  represent  the  general  creditors  of  the  deoeaaed, 
contended,  that  the  amount  now  standing  to  the  credit  of  the 
exdbange  account  on  account  of  the  children  of  the  de- 
ceased formed  part  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  deceased 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  as  sudi  belonged  to  his  gene- 
ral creditora  The  alleged  trust  was  voluntary,  and  ne^er 
completely  declared.  To  the  last  the  fimd  was  in  the 
power  of  the  deceased. 


The  Vice  Chancellob.-— That  is  not  inconsistent  with 
its  being  subject  te  a  trust  It  might  be  in  the  power  of 
the  deceased  qu&  trustee :  WheaUey  v.  Purr  (a). 

Mr.  Ta/jflor. — But  here  the  deceased  speaks  of  it  as  *'  sab-* 
ject  to  the  order  of  his  executors''  in  the  event  of  his  own 
deatL  To  the  last,  the  trust  (if  any)  might  have  been 
revoked :  OashM  v.  OcuJcdL  (6),  Hughes  v.  St/idba  (c\ 
Smith  V.  Wcurde  (d). 

[He  also  relied  on  the  circumstance,  that  there  was  noty 
either  at  the  date  of  the  letter  of  April,  1853,  or  sub- 
sequently, any  balance  due  from  Messrs.  PaJmer  to  the  de- 
ceased ;  and  argued,  that,  having  regard  to  the  large  amount 
due  fix)m  the  deceased  to  Messrs.  Pabmer  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  and  the  circumstance  of  his  own  insolvency,  the 
Court  would  ixder  that  the  deceased  was  indebted  at  the 
time  of  that  letter  to  such  an  extent  as  to  render  the  trust 
(if  any),  voluntarily  declared  by  that  letter,  fraudulent  and 
void  as  against  creditora] 


A  reply  was  not  heard. 

(a)  1  Kee.  561. 
(6)  2  Y.  &  J.  502. 


(e)  1  Hftre,  476. 
(d)  15  Sim.  56. 


Palmbs. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  209 

Vicb-Chakckllor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  :—  is^s. 

YAinDBIfBXSO 

I  think  this  ease  is  sufficiently  dear,  to  enable  me  to  ad-      ^^^^ 
jndioate  upon  it  without  requiring  the  creditcffs  of  the  de- 
ceased to  be  farther  rqxreeented  than  they  are  at  present        ^^^^9"^^^ 

All  the  cases  that  haTe  been  cited  in  fisiYOur  of  the  con- 
tortion that  a  valid  trust  has  not  been  created,  appear  to 
me  to  be  distinguishable  firom  the  present 

Upon  the  first  letter,  if  it  stood  alone,  it  would  be  open 
to  doubt  whether  the  deceased  meant  to  part  with  aQ  control 
0¥er  the  firnd.  In  that  letter  he  writes  thus  to  Messrs. 
Pahner: — ^^'I  beg  you  will  have  the  goodness  to  trcmafer 
from,  my  tea  docount  a  sum  so  as  to  make  it  10002.,  which 
is  to  be  invested  in  fast /n<iia(7ompatiy'0  bills  in  London^ 
and  remitted  to  Messrs*  Dent  A  Go.  here,  for  them  to 
retam  you  in  dear  credit,  and  to  bs  hefi  ao  employed  vrUk 
(^vUy  for  ike  berufit  of  my  children  ;  and  I  should  like 
you  to  do  so  immediately  after  the  receipt  of  ibis.''  Then 
come  these  words,  "and  from  Ha  vnierest  cmd  proJU  (I 
meom  from  the  eoAd  awm)  to  pay  for  their  schooling  and 
ezpeDses  in  London  and  their  passage  back  when  their 
education  is  complete."'  These  words  are  ambiguous,  and 
taken  alone  would  leave  it  open  to  doubt  whether  the  de- 
oeased  meant  to  part  with  all  control  over  the  fimd.  The 
letter  then  prooeedfi^  "  By  the  August  mail  you  will  please  to 
send  me  an  account  of  what  you  have  disbursed  with  my 
childTen  np  to  that  time,  leaving  only  lOOOi  further  em- 
ployed as  above  recommended." 

In  repfyto  that  letter,  which  was  written  in  April,  1853» 
MessrsL  Pahner,  on  the  24th  of  June,  write  thus  to  the 
deceased — "  In  compliance  with  your  instructions,  we  send 
by  the  present  mail  10002.  or  at  2s.  10,000  Company's 
Bapees^  in  £etet  India  Company's  bills  on  Bengal  to  our 
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mutual  friends,  Meesr&  Dent  is  Co.,  with  orders  to  remit 
the  proceeds  to  us  in  undoubted  bills  on  your  accoimt,  and 
shall  continue  to  employ  this  sum  in  a  similar  manner 
wniU  otherwise  di/rectecL  We  charge  the  account  to  your 
general  aocoimt,  of  which  we  inclose  sketch,  thus  learao^ 
5002.  at  credit  of  your  children's  account,  which  we  doubt 
not  you  will  appiove»  as  it  would  hardly  be  safe  to  reckon 
upon  paying  their  expenses  out  of  an  exchange  operation 
of  so  limited  character.^' 


Now,  stopping  there,  two  things  are  observable  in  the 
correspondenoa  So  hr,  Messra.  Palmer  treat  the  fund  as 
one  to  be  remitted  to  them  ''on  the  deceased's  account^''  and 
they  speak  of  employing  it  "  until  otherwise  directed,''  show- 
ing that^  in  their  apprehension,  the  fund  up  to  that  time  was 
a  fund  entirely  under  the  control  of  the  deceased ;  and  if 
the  case  rested  there,  I  should  have  no  hesitation  in  holding 
that  no  valid  trust  was  created,  and  that  the  transaction  re- 
sulted in  nothing  more  than  an  agency  on  the  part  of 
Messrs.  Palmer  for  the  deceased 


But  the  next  letter  seems  to  put  it  out  of  doubt  After 
receiving  Messrs.  Palmer'a  letter  the  deceased  writes,  ^  I 
note  the  remittance  of  10002.  or  10,000  Company's  Rupees, 
to  Messrs.  Dent  Jk  Co.,  who  have  informed  me  of  the 
same.  And  as  I  being  on  the  spot  they  desired  to  have 
my  opinion  as  regards  the  re^investment,  which  of  course  I 
decUned  givi/ag,  as  I  consider  myself  to  have  no  further 
control  over  Vuxt  amiomfU,  as  it  belongs  to  my  children:*^ 
(No  words  could  be  stronger  than  thes^  and  if  they  are 
not  sufficient  to  renounce  all  ownership  of  the  fund,  one 
is  at  a  loss  to  conceive  what  words  would  be  sufficient  for 
that  purpose):  "whidb  sums  I  wish  you  to  keq>  con- 
tinually employed  backwards  and  forwards  for  their  benefit^ 
and  as  long  as  I  am  here  I  will  remit  you  regularly  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  their  schooling  expenses,  so 
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that  this  lOOOZ.  may  not  be  touched  for  the  present  for        1858 
the  said  pniposes."    In  other  words^  he  says,  **  I  will  have  y^i!^^^i^Q 
nothing  to  do  with  the  fund ;  I  renounce  aQ  control  over 
it^  even  as  regards  its  re-investment ;  it  belongs  to  my  diil- 
dieDy  not  to  ma" 

The  oply  shadow  of  doubts  after  this^  arises  upon  the 
letter  of  Messrs.  Palmer,  written  a  little  later,  on  the  24th 
of  October,  in  which  they  say,  **  We  have  leoeiyed  from 
MesBTBL  Dent  A  Go,  a  remittance  of  10482.  86.  Sd,  being 
returns  for  lOOOL  sent  to  them  in  Bast  India  Campamy's 
bilk  on  yovjT  aceownt,  per  mail  of  24th  Juna  We 
shall  return  this  amount  to  Messrs.  DeTU  <£r  Co.  on  yovjr 
accownt,  in  bar  silver,  by  mail  of  4th  November,  with  in- 
stroctions  to  send  back  the  proceeds  on  most  favourable 
tenna  We  ehaU  open  a  aepa/rate  acoovmi,  to  be  called 
Exchange  accovmt  ^U  Children"  (which  I  suppose  means 
'on  account  of  children")  ''for  this  traasactioiL''  And 
thereupon,  they  carry  the  fund  to  a  separate  account  in  his 
name ;  but  headed  with  those  worda  The  children  were 
infismts^and  required  a  trustea  The £a.ther wished  to  make 
Messrs*  TaJbiiMfr  trustees  for  them ;  at  whidi  they  a  little 
hesitated^  and  wrote  the  letter  which  I  have  just  read. 

Then,  on  the  25th  of  October,  the  deceased  writes  to 
Messrs.  PaJbmer, — ^"  Mr.  JT.  J,  Oilman  having  been  kind 
enough  to  promise  me  and  my  brother-in-law  to  look  after 
my  children  during  their  stay  in  England  pursuing  their 
education,  and  I  have  made  arrangements  to  place  in  the 
hands  of  Messrs.  AeJUon  is  Co.  a  small  sum  of  money  for  their 
schooling  and  other  expenses,  that  you  will  not  be  troubled 
hereafter  with  any  calls  for  money  on  the  said  account ; 
you  will  please,  therefore,  after  the  payment  of  Messrs. 
Webeiev^e  fees  for  six  months,  ending  10th  June  next,  as 
per  my  letter  of  the  10th  instant,  to  add  the  balance  of  this 
account  to  the  10002.  already  invested  in  exchange  opera- 


212  CASES  IN  CHANCEBT. 

1858.  tioDB  between  England  and  Ghi/na  and  in  your  and  Messra. 
Deni  A  Go.'a  hands,  whidi  eum  baa  been  appropriaied 
by  TM  to  them,  and  you  wiU  be  pleased  to  consider  as 
theirs."  Nothing  can  be  stronger  than  that^  so  far ;  but 
Judgment,  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  words,  "(wid  sviject  to  ths  ovdev  of  my 
executors  in  the  event  of  any  accident  to  myself,  and  quite 
separate  from  my  general  acoount  with  your  fiinL'' 

That  passage,  "  and  subject  to  the  order  of  my  execu- 
tors,'' is  the  only  one  which  throws  any  donbt  upon  the 
question ;  but  taken  with  the  preceding  letters  of  the  de- 
ceased— ^in  which  he  says  he  has  declined  giving  any  opinion 
as  to  the  investment  of  the  fund,  that  he  considers  himself  to 
have  no  further  control  over  it^  that  it  belongs  to  his  children* 
that  he  has  appropriated  it  to  them,  and  that  Messra 
Paimer  will  be  pleased  to  condder  it  as  theirs, — it  appears 
to  me  that  the  reasonable  construction  of  the  passage  in 
question  is,  that  the  fund  is  to  be  subject  to  the  order  of 
his  executors  after  his  decease,  in  the  same  sense  in  which 
it  was  subject  to  his  own  orda:  so  long  as  he  lived.    That 
it  was  in  one  sense  subject  to  his  own  order,  that  is,  in  the 
sense  that  it  was  to  be  liable  to  his  drawing,  I  take  to  be 
clear ;  but  although  liable  to  his  drawing,  I  doubt  whether 
Mcssr&  Palmer  could  have  allowed  him  to  draw  upon  it 
except  for  the  benefit  of  his  children.    And  as  regards  his 
executors,  they  would  be  in  the  same  position.    And  the 
deceased  having  constituted  himself  a  trustee,  which  no  one 
could  do  more  strongly  than  he  has  done,  his  executors 
would  hold  it  in  the  same  capacity.    The  fund  would  be 
subject  to  their  order  as  trustees,  but  not  otherwise. 

That  a  person  can  so  constitute  himself  a  trustee  of  a 
fund,  reserving  to  himself  at  the  same  time  the  control  qui 
trustee  over  the  fund,  is  dear  from  many  authorities,  and 
amongst  others  from   WheaUey  v.  Purr  (a);  there  it  is 

(a)  1  Kee.  551. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  213 

daar  that  the  lady  had  the  control  over  the  fund.    She  had        1858. 
5000^  in  the  hands  of  her  bankers  upon  their  promissoiy  y^^jjii^^^^o 
note;  she  sent  the  promissory  note  to  the  bankers,  and  ^* 

directed  them  to  place  20002.  in  the  joint  names  of  the         

Plaintiflfe  and  herself  as  trustee  for  the  Plaintiffs.  The  20001  •'^'*~**' 
was  entered  in  the  books  of  the  bankeis  to  her  account 
as  trustee  for  the  Flaintiffl;  and  that  having  been  done,  she 
took  this  receipt  or  promissory  note  for  it, — '*  Fourteen 
days  after  sight  I  promise  to  pay  Mra  Harriet  OUver" 
(which  was  the  lady's  name),  trustee  for''  (then  followed  the 
Plaintiffi'  names),  "  or  order,  20002.,  with  interest  at  2^  per 
cent,"  and  that  was  signed  by  the  bankera  It  is  dear, 
that  she  retained  the  control  over  the  fimd,  because  upon 
that  document  she  might  have  received  the  money  any  day 
from  the  bankers.  The  fund  was  transferred  into  her  name 
as  trustee  for  the  Plaintifft,  and  the  promise  was  to  pay  her 
as  tuetee  for  the  Plaintiflk  So  here,  the  fund  in  question 
was  transferred  from  the  testator's  account  to  a  separate 
account^  called  the  "  exchange  account  on  account  of  chil* 
dren."  And  taking  that  circumstance  in  conjunction  with 
the  statements  in  the  letters  I  have  read, — ^that  be  has  ap- 
propriated it  to  the  children,  that  it  belongs  to  them,  and 
he  considers  himself  as  having  no  further  control  over  it^ 
and  that  Messra.  Palmer  are  to  consider  it  as  the  chil- 
dren's,— it  appears  to  me  that  the  case  cannot  be  distin- 
guished from  that  of  WheaUey  v.  Purr. 

The  case  of  Sx  parte  Pye,  Ex  parte  Dubost  (a),  is  one 
whidi  I  have  always  considered  a  leading  authority  in 
questions  of  this  nature.  There  the  testator  wrote  to  an 
agent  in  Pa/ris,  authorising  him  to  purchase,  and  the 
agent  accordingly  piurchased,  an  annuity  for  the  benefit  of 
a  lady  whom  he  named;  but  as  the  lady  was  married  at 
the  time  and  also  deranged,  the  annuity  was  purchased  in 
the  name  of  the  testator.    The  testator  also  sent  his  agent 

(a)  18  Ves.  140. 
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1858.       a  power  of  attorney,  authorising  him  to  transfer  the  an* 
VAK^MButa   ^^*y  *°  ^®  ^^y>  which  the  agent  accordingly  did,  but 
the  testator  died  before  it  was  dona    Lord  Eldon  held 
that  the  declaration  of  trust  was  completa    He  said  ''  with 
regard  to  the  FreruA  annuity,  the  Master  has  stated  his 
opinion  as  to  the  French  law,  perhaps^  without  sufficient 
authority/'  (the  Master  had  stated  that  by  the  la^r  of 
Frcmce,  if  an  attorney  be  ignorant  of  the  death  of  the 
party  who  has  given  the  power  of  attorney,  whatever  4ie 
has  done  while  ignorant  of  such  death  is  valid;  he  there- 
fore stated  his  opinion,  that  the  annuity  was  no  part  of  the 
personal  estate  of  the  testator),  "or  sufficient  inquiry  into 
the  effect  of  it,  as  applicable  to  the  precise  circumstances 
of  this  case:  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  pursue  that^  as  upon 
the  documents  before  me  it  does  appear,  that  though  in 
one  sense  this  may  be  represented  as  the  testator's  personal 
estate,  yet  he  has  committed  to  writing  what  seems  to  me 
a  sufficient  declaration  that  he  held  this  part  of  the  estate 
in  trust  for  the  annuitant "  (a).    And  just  so  in  the  present 
case,  the  fund  was  in  one  sense  in  the  power  of  the  deceased 
at  the  time  of  his  death;  and  in  one  sense  is  now  in  the 
power  of  his  personal  representative,  and  forms  part  of  his 
personal  estate ;  yet  during  his  life  he  had  committed  to 
writing  a  sufficient  declaration  that  he  held  this  part  of  his 
estate  in  trust  for  the  children. 


The  cases  which  were  cited  in  support  of  the  contrary 
contention,  and  which  seem  to  have  been  as  well  chosen 
for  that  purpose  as  any  that  could  have  been  selected, 
appear  to  me  to  be  all  of  them  distinguishable  from  the 
present 

With  regard  to  the  first— the  case  of  OaskeU  v.  OaskM  (b% 
the  remark  occurred  to  me,  which  appears  to  have  occurred 


(a)  18  Yes.  150. 


(6)  2  Y.  &  J.  502. 
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to  Mr.  Pemberton  in  reference  to  the  same  case  in  WhecMey  i858. 
?.  Purr  (a),  "that  it  would  be  difficult  to  support  the  vxnmnbkbo 
decision,  except  upon  the  ground  that  the  transfer  was 
fiandulenf  Certainly,  the  ground  advanced  in  argument, 
that  the  transfer  was  void,  as  having  been  made  with  the 
olgect  of  defeating  the  legacy  duty,  that  object  being  illegal, 
cannot  be  maintained  at  the  present  day.  I  apprehend  it 
18  perfectly  dear  at  the  present  day,  that  there  is  nothing 
illegal,  or  at  variance  with  the  strict  rules  of  morality,  in 
tnansferring  property  with  the  view  of  exempting  it  from 
legacy  duty,  provided  the  transfer  be  made  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  part  with  all  control  over  the  fund  for  your 
own  benefit  And  with  regard  to  the  decision,  I  apprehend 
the  way  in  which  the  case  was  viewed  by  the  Chief  Baron 
was,  that^  upon  the  hcia  in  evidence,  the  testator  must  be 
taken  to  have  been  attempting  to  play  &at  and  loose  with 
the  fiind;  that  there  must  have  been  a  general  under^ 
standiDg  between  him  and  his  bankers,  that,  notwithstand- 
ing the  transfer,  it  was  still  his,  and  he  was  still  to  have 
control  over  it ;  because  there  were  letters  there  written  by 
the  testator  to  his  bankers,  on  which  the  Lord  Chief  Baron 
rdies  as  implying,  that,  notwithstanding  the  transfer,  the 
testator  considered  he  had  a  control  over  the  funds,  and 
consistently  with  which  he  might  have  revoked  the  order 
on  his  bankers,  so  as  to  prevent  the  trustees  from  recovering. 
In  the  case  before  me,  there  is  nothing  of  the  kind.  Here 
the  deceased  has  absolutely  renounced  all  control  over  the 
fund;  he  has  said  in  effect  '  I  will  have  no  control  over 
any  question  which  relates  to  the  fund'  And  although  he 
still  retained  a  control  over  the  fund  in  this  sense,  that  he 
might  have  drawn  on  Messrs.  Palmer  for  the  amount^  he 
could  only  have  drawn  in  his  capacity  of  trustee ;  and  the 
fond  when  drawn  would  have  been  just  as  much  impressed 
with  a  trust  in  his  hands»  as  it  had  been  previously  in  those 

ofMessr&Pofoner. 

(a)  1  Kee.  667. 
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1858.  The  next  case  cited — ^that  of  Hughes  v.  Stiuibs  (a) — 

VAWDwramo   ^^^^i^^d  entirely  on  the  want  of  completioa  of  the  transao- 

V.  tion,  so  as  to  jdaoe  the  property  out  of  the  control  of  the 

'       testatrix  during  her  lifetime,  coupled  with  the  drcumstanoe 

^'"^"'^  that  she  intended  only  a  benefit,  to  take  effect  after  her 
death  and  in  connexion  with  her  wilL  The  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  says,  "  The  principle  has  been  extended  to  cases  in 
which  the  author  of  the  gift  has  had  the  legal  dominion 
oyer  the  property  remaining  in  him,  but  has  completely 
dedaxed  himself  to  be  a  trustee  of  that  property  for  the 
object  indicated :  Ez  panie  Pye^  Ex  parte  DvJbosL  But  it 
is  clear,  also>  that  a  person  not  intending  to  giye  or  to  part 
with  the  dominion  over  his  property,  may  retain  such 
dominion  notwithstanding  he  may  have  vested  the  property 
in  trustees,  and  have  declared  a  trust  upon  it  in  &your  of 
third  persons/"  Then,  after  referring  to  cases  on  that  sub- 
ject, he  says,  ''The  result  of  the  cases  is,  that  the  Court 
looks  into  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  and  determines, 
from  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  what  the  effect  of  it 
shall  be  in  divesting  the  owner  of  the  property  to  which  it 
relates.'"  Then  he  adverts  to  the  £Etcts  of  that  case,  and 
proceeds  thus, ''  There  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any 
subsequent  communication  of  the  £bmHiS  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  testatrix,  from  which  the  Court  might  have  drawn  the 
same  conclusion  as  from  an  antecedent  agreement  or  pro- 
mise ;  and,  although  an  antecedent  agreement  or  promise, 
or  a  subsequent  communication,  may  not  be  necessary  to 
the  oompletion  of  a  voluntary  trust,  the  absence  of  such 
circumstances  leaves  me  nothing  but  the  transaction  itself 
from  which  to  draw  a  conclusion.  It  would  be  sufficient  in 
this  case,  to  say,  that  fkere  is  nothing  m  the  trtmaodstian 
which  neoesacmhf  impliee  that  the  testatrix  (intending 
only  a  benefit  to  take  effect  after  her  death,  and  in  oonneo- 
tion  with  her  will,)  meaM  to  place  this  dUposUion  of  her 
property  out  of  her  control  in  her  Kfetime.'*    And  then 

(a)  1  Hare,  476. 
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he  comee  to  the  oondtuion,  that  the  proper  inference  to  be  1858. 
drawn  fiom  the  fiftctB  of  that  case  was,  that  the  testatrix  yi^^^H^i^^ 
intended  the  airangement  to  supply  the  place  of  an  altera- 
tion in  her  will^  and  to  stand  upon  the  same  footing  as  a 
will,  and  comes  to  the  conclusion,  thati  in  that  case,  no  trust 
was  created  for  the  legatea  All  thai  is  perfectly  consistent 
with  the  view  which  I  take  of  the  case  now  before  me;  and 
it  in  this  case,  I  £Edled  to  find  in  the  transaction  that  which 
aeoesianly  implied  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  deceased 
to  place  the  disposition  of  this  fund  out  of  his  control  in  his 
lifetime^  I  should  oome  to  the  conclusion  that  there  was  no 
T&lid  trust  created 

The  third  case  that  wis  cited — ^the  case  of  8m;di  v. 
Warde  (a),  approaches  more  nearly  to  the  dass  referred  to 
in  Hughes  v.  Stubba,  of  which  Oarrard  v.  Lord  LoAider- 
dale  (b)  is  an  exampla  The  Yice-Chancellor,  in  the  course 
of  the  argument,  asks  these  questions — **  Was  the  trust, 
which  you  contend  for,  a  trust  in  praosenti,  or  a  trust  to 
take  ^Eect  in  the  event  of  the  son  surviying  the  &iher? 
When  did  it  become  manifest  that  the  son  had  either  an 
interest  in  possession  or  in  reversion  ?  I  admit  that  Sir 
Liond  intended  to  do  something  for  his  son;  but  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  his  words  are  to  be  taken  strictly,  or  with 
reference  to  what  he  thought  to  be  the  state  of  the  law, 
without  exactly  knowing  it?  Would  he  not  have  been 
sorprised  if  he  had  been  told  that  all  the  dividends  which 
be  had  received  were  his  son's  ?  His  acts  show  that  he  did 
not  intend  what  his  letters  express,  namely,  that  the  two 
sums  of  stock  should,  as  soon  as  they  were  purchased,  be^ 
oome  the  property  of  his  son/'  The  whole  is  a  matter  of 
evidenoa  The  Courts  as  Yice-Ohancellor  Wigram  says  in 
Bugkee  v.  Stahba,  looks  to  the  nature  of  the  transaction, 
&&d  the  whole  of  the  transaction;  expressions  contained  in 
lettets  may  be  exjdained  away  by  the  acts  of  the  party. 

(a)  15  Sim.  56.  (6)  3  Sim.  1 ;  S.  C,  2  R.  &  M.  451. 
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1858.  And,  ia  SmiJ^  v.  WarAt^  the  Ckmrt  was  of  opinion  that 
VAm^MB^  ^^  letters  were  explained  away  by  the  acts  of  Sir  lAond; 
those  acts  showing  that^  down  to  his  death,  he  considered 
the  property  as  his  own.  In  the  case  before  me,  I  find  no 
acts  to  explain  away  or  alter  the  effect  of  the  original 
letters.  Everything  is  consistent  with  the  direction  origi- 
nally given  by  the  deceased. 

Ab  to  the  after-bom  child,  I  cannot  treat  that  child  as 
having  any  interest  in  the  fund,  holding,  as  I  do,  that  there 
was  a  trust  created  from  the  moment  when  the  first  letter, 
that  of  April,  1853,  was  written.    The  words  are,  "  for  the 

benefit  of  my  children to  pay  for  their  schooling 

and  expenses  in  London,  and  their  passage  bacf  There 
can  be  no  doubt^  upon  those  words,  of  the  testator's  inteD- 
tion  to  benefit  children  then  existing,  and  those  children 
only. 

As  to  the  fund  not  being  in  existence,  I  cannot  consider 
that  question  raised  upon  the  &ctB  before  me,  Messrs.  Pal- 
mer having  taken  this  very  handsome  course,  and  the  only 
question  being  between  the  personal  representative  and 
the  children  of  the  deceased.  If  the  fund  belongs  of  right 
to  Messrs.  Palmer,  it  is  clear  it  could  not  possibly  be 
claimed  by  the  personal  representative. 

As  regards  the  suggestion,  that  there  might  be  a  claim 
on  the  ground  of  the  deceased  being  so  largely  indebted  at 
the  time  of  his  death, — ^that  the  transaction  might,  on  that 
ground,  be  considered  firaudulent  and  void  as  against  credi- 
tors,— ^it  is  dear  the  deceased  supposed  himself  to  be  per- 
fectly solvent  at  the  date  of  writing  the  letter  of  Apiil 
1863,  and  that  Messra  PaJmer  supposed  the  same ;  and 
the  only  &ct  on  which  the  suggestion  is  based,  is,  that  tvo 
years  afterwards  he  dies  without  means  to  meet  his  debt& 
It  appears  to  me  that  I  cannot  act  on  that  suggestion. 
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I  must,  therefore,  declare  that^  by  the  letter  of  April,  iS5S. 

1853,  a  trust  was  well  created  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiflb,  vjoimiimbo 

and  that  the  amount  now  standing  to  the  credit  of  the  ex-  ^    *- 

diaoge  account  on  account  of  the  children  is  subject  to  

suchtrust  •^•*^- 


Willi 


In  re  BABR'S  TRUSTS  March  M, 

390,  ^  31f  ^. 

!;/jllf£jliZ/2,  since  deceased,  by  his  will,  in  1800,  Bmhyfc^ 

bequeathed  10,0002. 3  per  cent  Consols  to  four  tnistees,  one  dertkeoU  Law 

d  whom  was  a  Mr.  KenMe,  upon  trusty  to  pay  the  interest  to  !!ir}«f ft*i5 

his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  decease,  upon  trusty  in  the  "T^J^-Sa^*'** 

eve&tB  which  happened,  to  transfer  the  'principal  equally  Aedom—Eqm^ 

between  the  testator's  four  children  therein  named,  of  whom  ^ParHauJ^ 

Am  Barr  was  ona  "^A&fSl? 

tignMmBaah' 

The  testator  died  in  1803.  ulilZ^^fv^. 

The  doctrine. 

In  1806,  Ann  Barr  married  Thxmoia  Slade.  ^  ^^r7' 

'  Hail  (3  Riu8. 

1)  as  to  the 

In  February,  1810,  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  was  is-  notice  of  an 

asaignment  of 
an  equitable 

mtercit  m  a  chose  in  action,  applies  to  assignees  under  a  commission  in  bankrnptcy,  equally 

viih  psrticnlar  assignees. 

Asagnees  imder  a  commission  in  bankruptcy  omitting  to  give  such  notice  postponed  to  a 
nlfleqnent  assignee  for  Talue,  who  gave  due  notice  of  his  assignment 

The  bankrupt  deposed,  that,  at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy,  one  of  four  trustees  of  a  fbnd  in 
^Ut  be  had  a  contingent  reversionazy  interest,  was  his  intimate  friend,  and  was  consulted  by 
^  in  reforence  thereto  and  to  the  course  he  should  adopt ;  that  upon  the  occasion  <k  the  sale  by 
n^  of  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  of  the  leasehold  premises  where  the  bankrupt's  business 
^  been  carried  on,  such  trustee  lent  him  money  to  purchase  the  premises,  and  that  the  money 
^t  ins  secured  upon  such  lease: — SembUf  these  drcumstances,  if  believed  by  tibe  Court, 
V'onH  not  ha^e  oonstitnted  such  notice  of  the  rights  of  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  as  to  give 
tbem  priority  over  a  subsequent  assignee  for  value  who  gave  due  notice  of  his  assignment 

Endme§, — ^Where  any  question  of  fact  depends  upon  the  testimony  of  a  single  witness,  and 
mj  inconsistency  is  apparent  between  such  testimony  and  the  previous  conduct  of  the  witness, 
^  Comt  will  look  nther  to  the  acts  done  by  him  at  the  time  than  to  his  statements  when 
ctOed  u  a  witness* 
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1858.       sued  against  Thomas  Blade,  under  which  he  was  dedared 

Trusts. 

Statemau.  By  an  indenture,  dated  1818,  Slade  and  Arm  hia  wife,  in 
consideration  of  lOOOZ.  to  them  paid  by  one  DowM,  now 
represented  by  the  Petitioners,  granted  to  DowM  an  an- 
nuity of  1002.  for  three  lives  and  the  life  of  the  survivor, 
who  was  still  living  at  the  hearing  of  the  petition,  and  as- 
signed their  share  in  the  10,0002.  upon  trusts  for  securing 
such  annuity. 

Notice  of  this  indenture  was  given  to  the  four  trustees 
cl  the  10,0002.  Consols  immediately  after  its  execution,  and, 
at  the  same  time,  an  attested  copy  of  the  instrument  was  de- 
livered to  the  trustees,  which  copy  was  subsequently  found 
in  the  possession  of  the  surviving  trustee. 

DoweU  had  no  notice  of  the  bankruptcy  when  the  in- 
denture was  executed. 

Kevable  survived  his  co-trustees  and  died  in  1821. 

Ami  Slade  died  in  February,  1856 ;  the  testator's 
widow  died  in  November  in  the  same  year. 

In  March,  1857>  the  10,0002.  Consols  was  paid  into  Court 
under  the  Trustee  Belief  Act  by  the  reinresentative  of 
Kenible  the  surviving  trustee,  and  30222.  lis.  8d  Consols, 
part  of  that  sum,  was  now  standing  to  an  account  intitled 
"  The  separate  account  of  the  share  of  Thomas  Slads  as 
administrator  of  his  late  wife  Aifm  Slade,  and  the  incum- 
brancers (if  any)  on  such  share." 

No  part  of  the  annuity  secured  by  the  indenture  of 
1818  was  paid ;  and  upwards  of  33002.  being  now  due  to  the 
petitioners  in  respect  of  such  annuity,  they  presented  a 
petition,  praying  that  the  residue  of  the  30222.  Us.  8d. 


GASES  m  CHANCERY. 


221 


after  payment  of  ooflts  as  therein  mentioned,  mij^t  be  paid 
to  ihemas  the  legal  personal  repreaentatives  of  DawdL 

ScuU  filed  an  affidavit  in  reply  to  the  evidence  in  sup- 
port <^  the  petition,  by  which  he  deposed  that  Kemble 
was  the  trustee  who  took  the  active  part  in  managing  the 
trusts  of  the  will ;  that  Kemble  was  deponent's  intimate 
friend,  and  deponent,  at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy,  eon- 
suited  him  in  relation  thereto,  and  took  his  opinion  and  ad- 
vice as  to  the  course  deponent  should  adopt;  that  EemMe, 
then  being  aware  of  the  bankruptcy,  promised  to  assist  him 
with  money  to  establish  himself  in  business.  That  the  lease 
of  the  premises  in  which  deponent's  business  had  been  carri- 
ed on,  was  put  up  for  sale  by  auction,  by  the  direction  of  the 
uognees,  in  J  811;  that  deponent  was  desirous  of  buying 
such  lease,  with  the  view  of  cariying  on  business  again;  and 
having  rec^ved  fixnn  Kemble  and  ficom  another  friend 
promises  of  assiatanoe,  he  attended  the  sale  and  purchased 
the  lease  for  600Z.;  that^  to  enable  him  to  pay  the  deposit 
sod  con^plete  the  purchase^  KerrMe  lent  him  the  6002.,  and 
deponent  completed  the  purchase,  and  the  said  sum  was 
secured  upon  the  lease  and  the  premises  therein  comprised; 
and  that,  at  the  time  of  the  loan,  £em&2e  was  fully  informed 
finrwhat  purpose  and  under  what  drcumstanoes  it  vros 
wanted 


1858. 

Trusts. 
SUUemmL 


It  did  not  appear  that  any  notice  was  given  to  the 
trustees  by  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  until  the  year 
1835. 


Mr.  RoU,  Q.  G,  and  Mr.  Ndlder,  for  the  Petitioners, 
contended  that  the  assignee  for  value  under  the  inden- 
ture of  1818,  having  given  notice  of  his  assignment  to  the 
trustees  of  the  fund  immediately  upon  the  execution  of  the 
assignment^  had  a  better  title  than  the  assignees  in  bank- 
niptcy  who  had  given  no  such  notice. 


A.fyftindiU, 
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1858.  Precisely  the  same  question  arose,  in  reference  to  the  Act 

In^jTbj^b's  ^^^  *^®  Relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors  (a),  in  Re  AUhmaon  (&), 

T»u8M.      where  Lord  St  Leonards  held  that  an  assignee  for  value 

Argument     of  an  equitable  interest^  giving  notice,  has  a  better  title 

than  the  assignees  in  insolvency  who  have  given  no  notice, 

the  asrignee  for  value  having  no  notice  of  the  insolveni^ 

at  the  date  of  his  assignment;  and  the  law  is  the  same 

with  regard  to  bankruptcy. 

It  will  be  argued  contra,  that  the  trustees  had  notice  of 
the  rights  of  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy,  one  of  them, 
Kemble,  having,  according  to  the  bankrupt's  affidavit,  been 
his  firiend,  and  consulted  by  him  in  reference  to  his  bank* 
ruptcy.  But  such  notice  of  the  &ct  of  bankruptcy  is  not 
notice  of  its  consequences  as  regards  the  rights  of  assign 
nees :  at  the  best,  it  is  but  constructive  notice,  and  it  has 
never  yet  been  held,  that  constructive  notice  can  give  pri- 
ority over  actual  notice  of  an  assignment  On  the  contrary, 
it  has  been  expressly  held,  that  actual  notice  is  indispensar 
ble :  Thompson  v.  Spews  (c).  Ex  parts  Botdtan  In  re 
Sketchley  (d)>  The  test  of  a  valid  notice  for  this  purpose 
is  this.  Was  there  an  intention  to  give  notice  (e),  and  was  it 
given  in  the  same  transaction  ?  Here,  in  the  communica- 
tion between  the  bankrupt  and  his  trustee,  no  reference 
was  made  to  the  bankruptcy,  except  for  the  bankrupt's 
own  purpose& 

Besides,  in  this  case,  there  have  been  such  laches  on  the 
part  of  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  that  they  could  not  be 
heard  to  claim  the  fund.  It  was  their  duty  to  make  in- 
quiry as  to  the  property  of  the  bankrupt ;  and,  had  they 
done  so,  they  woidd  have  discovered  the  existence  of  the 
fund  as  early  as  1810. 

(a)  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57.  (c)  18  Sim.  469. 

(6)  4  De  G.  &  Sm.  548 ;  S.  C,  {d)  1  De  G.  &  Jones,  163. 

on  appeal,  2  D.  M.  G.  140.  (e)  Id.  179. 
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[They  cited    also  Dearie   v.    HaU,   and   Loveridge  v.        1868. 

Cooper  (a).]  In^m  W's 

Trusts. 

Mr.  Greene,  Q.  C,  for  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy. —  Ars/umeiu. 

March  29<ft. 

The  assignees  in  bankruptcy  are  entitled  to  the  fund :  for, 

First — Having  regard  to  the  statutes  by  which  the  law 
of  bankruptcy  was  regulated  at  the  time  when  this  com- 
mission was  issued,  liz.  the  18th  Eliz.  c.  7,  the  1  Jac.  a  15, 
and  the  46  Qeo.  3,  c.  135,  it  was  not  necessary  for  the 
assignees  in  bankruptcy  to  give  notice  of  their  rights.  It 
has  never  yet  been  held,  that  a  title  created,  not  by  ordi* 
naiy  conveyance  or  assignment,  but  by  Act  of  Parliament, 
requires  notice  to  be  given  of  its  existence,  in  order  to 
render  it  complete  and  binding  against  subsequent  assig- 
nees :  and  having  regard  to  the  terms  of  these  particular 
statutes^  it  is  clear  that  the  title  of  the  assignees  under  a 
commission  in  bankruptcy  to  every  description  of  property 
to  which  the  bankrupt  may  be  or  become  entitled,  is  of  so 
high  an  order  as  to  be  good  and  effectual  without  notice 
against  all  persons  whatsoever:  Cooper  v.  C f titty  (Jb),  Car- 
lide  V.  Chirland  (c),  BaJ/me  v.  ffutton  (d). 

The  Yice-Chancellob. — Those  cases  only  go  to  this 
extent,  that  all  property  such  as  you  describe  vests  in  the 
assignees  in  bankruptcy.  But  do  the  assignees  in  bank- 
niptcy  take  a  higher  interest  than  they  would  under  a 
conveyance  in  the  same  terms?  In  Re  Aikiiison,  the  Act 
there  in  question  was  held  to  have  no  such  effect 

Mr.  O-reeney  Q.  C. — ^That  was  the  Insolvent  Debtors 
Act,  in  which  the  words  are  different  from  the  present 
Besides,  in  insolvency,  the  assignment  is  voluntary ;  whereas 
in  bankruptcy  the  proceedings  are  in  invitum.    But, 

(a)3RiiaB.l.    (5)  1  Burr. 20.   (c)7Bing.298.    (i09Bing.471,504,505. 
VOL  IV.  Q 
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1858.  SeconcUy. — Assuming  notice  to    have  been  necessazy 

iM  RE  Bark's  ^^^der  the  old  law  in  force  at  the  time  when  this  oom- 
Trusts.  miflsion  issued,  the  commission  was  notice  to  all  the 
Arfftment.  world.  "  A  commission  is  a  public  act^  of  which  all  are 
bound  to  take  notice:"  per  Lord  Tcdbot,  C,  in  CoUet  v. 
De  Ools  (a).  See  also  Bartlett  v,  Bardett  (6),  where  Lord 
Justice  Turner  says,  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  were  mis- 
taken, in  Ex  parte  Newton  (c),  in  supposing  that  the 
assignment  to  the  bankrupt  passed  nothing  without  notice 
to  the  trustee ;  and  In  re  Rav^bone'a  Tru8t(d);  Soiverby 
V.  Brooke  (e);  and  Cannan  v.  TJie  SoutJi  Eastern  RaUvxiy 
Company  (t),  decided  as  late  as  the  year  1852,  where  the 
distinction  for  this  purpose  between  a  commission  and  the 
modem  fiat  is  clearly  laid  down. 

The  Vicb-Chancellor.  —  Your  argument  is,  that 
in  this  case,  after  the  commission  was  issued,  the  trustees 
could  not  have  paid  to  any  but  the  assignees  in  bank- 
ruptcy. 

Mr.  Greene,  Q.  C. — ^Yes.  And  your  Honour's  decision 
in  Re  Birch's  Legacy  under  Bissell'a  WiU  (g),  shows  that 
the  recent  Act  for  consolidating  the  law  of  bankruptcy 
does  not  affect  this  part  of  my  argument.  But,  assuming 
further  notice  to  have  been  necessary,  I  contend. 

Thirdly. — ^That,  upon  the  facts  of  this  case  as  deposed  to 
by  the  bankrupt's  affidavit  such  notice  must  be  taken  to 
have  been  given. 

The  Vicb-Chancellor.— Your  difficulty  there  is,  that» 

(a)  Ca.  temp.  Talb.  65.  hearing,  Id.  476. 

(b)  1  De  G.  &  Jones,  143.  (e)  4  B.  &  Aid.  623. 

(c)  4  D.  &  C.  138.  (/)  7  Exch.  843. 
(</)  3K.&  J.  300;  S.C,  on  re-  (g)  2  K.  &  J.  328. 
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if  his  affidavit  is  true,  he  was  guilty  of  a  gross  firaud  in        iS5S, 

executing  the  assignment  of  1818.  In  be  Babe's 

Tbubts. 

Mr.  Oreene,  Q.  C. — ^That  Kemble  knew  of  the  bankruptcy     Argtmau, 
in  J  811  cannot  be  doubted,  for  he  lent  the  bankrupt  6002. 
on  the  security  of  the  premises  where  his  businesss  was 
originally  carried    on,    and  took   that   security  from  the 
assignees  in  bankruptcy. 

The  Yice-Chancellob. — I  cannot  consider  that  as 
proved  without  some  mortgage  deed,  some  documentary 
evidence  of  the  £bu^  At  present,  the  whole  rests  on  the 
unsupported  evidence  of  a  man,  who  has  already  assigned 
and  got  his  money  upon  the  fedth  of  the  property  being 
his  to  assign  and  not  his  assignees'. 

Mr.  Oreerie,  Q.  C. — It  was  a  contingent  reversionary 
interest  in  a  chose  in  action,  and  he  might  be  mistaken  in 
law,  and  believe,  when  he  assigned  for  value,  that^  not 
having  fidlen  into  possession,  it  had  not  passed  to  his  assigr 
nees  in  bankruptcy. 

The  only  question  is,  whether,  if  knowledge  of  the  £Etct  of 
bankruptcy  be  brought  home  to  Kemble  alone,  before 
notice  was  given  of  the  assignment  of  1818,  that  circum- 
stance is  sufficient  to  bind  the  fund.  The  authorities  have 
detemiined  that  it  is.  Notice  need  not  be  in  the  same 
transaction ;  knowledge  of  the  fact  is  notice,  although  not 
made  with  a  view  of  giving  validity  to  the  assignment: 
Smith  V.  Smith  (a),  adopted  by  Vice-Chancellor  Wigra/m 
in  Meux  v.  Bell  (&),  distinguishing  that  case  from  Ti/mson 
V.  Bamahottom,  (c).  "  Knowledge  is  enough  from  whatever 
qnarter  obtained;  formal  notice  is  not  necessary:"  per 

(a)  2  Cr.  &  Mee.  231.  (5)  1  Hare,  73. 

(c)  2  Kee.  35. 

Q  2 
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Patteaon,  J.,  in  TibbitsY.  G€orge{a\;  aadOoZe  v.  Leun8{b), 
iv^iBaRB^'a  was  decided  on  the  same  principle 

TBC8T8. 

Argument.  The  Vicb-Chancbllor  (to  Mr.  Ncddev). — ^The  only 
doubt  I  feel  is  as  to  the  commission  itself  being  notice 
under  the  old  law. 

Mr.  Nalder  in  reply. — Lord  TaJbot'a  decision  to  that 
eflfect,  in  Collet  v.  De  Ools,  cannot  be  considered  as  law. 
And,  indeed,  it  was  so  held  in  Sowerby  v.  Brocks  (c),  where 
the  Judges  expressly  say,  ''  The  expressions  "  to  that  effect^ 
''  attributed  to  the  Lord  Giancellor  ought,  in  our  opinion,  to 
be  understood  with  relation  only  to  the  case  before  him.'' 
I  rely  on  the  decision  in  Sowerby  v.  Brooks,  that  ''  the 
commission  is  not  of  itself  notice  to  all  the  world  of  a  prior 
act  of  bankruptcy  having  been  committed." 

The  Yice-Chakcellor.— There  the  question  was  as  to 
the  payment  of  a  debt  to  a  bankrupt  made  after  the  issu- 
ing of  the  commission.  I  see  the  Court,  in  deciding  that 
such  a  payment  will  be  protected,  expressly  adverts  to 
what  it  describes  as  "the  obvious  distinction"  between 
such  payments  "and  the  cases  of  title  derived  or  money 
received  from  a  bankrupt"  (oQ. 

Mr.  Nalder. — ^As  to  that.  Lord  St  LeoTUirds  has  re- 
marked, "  The  Court  was  not  then  aware  of  the  reversal  by 
the  House  of  Lords  of  Hitchcock  v.  Sedgwick"  (e).  "  Nei- 
ther an  act  of  bankruptcy,"  he  says,  "  nor  a  commission  of 
bankruptcy,  is  notice  to  the  purchaser  (/).  Hitchcock  v. 
Sedgwick  was  formerly  considered  as  having  settled  that  a 
commission  of  bankruptcy  is  of  itself  notice  to  a  pur- 
chaser. But,  upon  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  the  decree 

(a)  5  Ad.  &  EU.  107.  (e)  2  Vem.  156  :  Sugd.  V.  &  P- 

(ft)  9  Q.  B.  730.  1049,  n.  A  (1 1  th  ed.).  ^t  /</^  ^<^ 

(c)  4  B.  &  Aid.  529.  {/)  Ibid. 
{d)  Id.  534. 
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against  Sedgwick  was  reversed ;  and  the  House,  in  effect,        1S5S. 
decided  that  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  is  not  of  itself  jj^  ^[^^bI^b'b 
such  notice"  (a).  Tbubts. 


Judgment  reserved. 


AffftUHtfU* 


Vicb-Chancellob  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

March  3UL 

The  sole  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  assignees  Judgment. 
in  bankruptcy  of  a  person  who  became  bankrupt  in  the 
year  1810  are  to  be  preferred  to  an  assignee  for  value 
ckdming  under  an  assignment  executed  to  him  by  the 
bankrupt  in  1818,  and  of  which  notice  was  immediately 
given  to  the  trustees  of  the  property  in  question,  the 
ftssignees  in  bankruptcy  not  having  given  any  such  notice 
to  the  trustees. 

It  was  argued,  on  behalf  of  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy, 
that,  although  it  was  determined  by  Lord  ^i^  Leonards 
in  Re  Atkin8on{b),  that  an  assignee  in  insolvency  merely 
stands  in  the  place  of  the  insolvent,  and  takes  only  such 
interest  as  he  can  give,  and  subject  to  all  equities  by  which 
the  insolvent  is  bound;  so  that^  if  he  fails  to  give  notice  to 
trustees  of  an  equitable  interest  like  the  present,  he  will  be 
postponed  to  a  subsequent  assignee  for  value  who  has  taken 
that  precaution, — ^yet  there  is  a  difference  in  the  present 
case  in  respect  of  the  very  powerful  effect  of  the  statutes  by 
^hich  the  law  of  bankruptcy  was  regulated  in  the  year 
1810,  when  this  bankruptcy  took  place,  those  statutes 
giving  to  assignees  in  bankruptcy  rights  and  interests, 
which,  it  was  contended,  are  of  a  far  higher  order  than 
those  given  by  the  Act  for  the  Eelief  of  Insolvent 
Debtors  (c) — ^the  Act  in  question  before  Lord  St.  Leonards. 

(a)  2Sugd.  V.  &  P.  1051  (Uth  (b)  2  D.  M.  G.  140. 

fid.),  and  the    authorities   there         (c)  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57. 
cited. 
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1858.  A  similar  contest  was  raised  in  the  case  of  MUford  v. 

In^rTbIrb's  Mitford,  before  Sir  WiUia/m  Ghrant(a),  There  assignees 
Trusts.  i^  bankruptcy  claimed,  as  against  the  widow  of  a  bank- 
JudgmenL  rupt>  a  legacy  of  stock  to  which  she,  or  the  bankrupt  in 
her  right,  was  entitled  during  the  coverture,  and  to  which 
she  claimed  to  be  entitled  absolutely  as  having  surviv- 
ed her  husband ;  and  there  it  was  strongly  argued  on  be- 
half of  the  assignees,  that>  by  virtue  of  the  Acts  with  re- 
ference to  bankruptcy,  the  effect  of  the  assignment  under 
a  commission  was  so  powerful  that  it  vested  in  the  assig- 
nees in  bankruptcy  every  description  of  property  which 
the  bankrupt  could  have  reduced  into  possession  or  as- 
signed for  valuable  consideration  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
— ^in  fikct,  that  it  was  equivalent  to  a  reduction  into 
possession,  which  would  apply  here,  because  the  doctrine 
in  Dearie  v.  Hall  (h)  is  this,  that,  where  there  is  an 
equitable  assignment  of  a  chose  in  action,  everything 
must  be  done  by  the  assignee  that  can  be  done  by  him 
towards  approaching  to  possession,  and  one  step  towards 
such  possession  is  to  give  notice  to  the  trustees.  That  was 
the  argument  before  Sir  WHUam  Qta/nt  in  the  case  of 
MUford  V.  MUford;  but  the  way  in  which  he  dealt  with  it 
was  this : — ^Taking  a  view,  which  agrees  exactly  with  that 
of  Lord  St  Leonards  with  reference  to  the  assignee  in 
insolvency,  he  says,  "  I  have  always  imderstood  that  the 
assignment  fi*om  the  commissioners,  like  any  other  assign- 
ment by  operation  of  law,  passed  the  rights  of  the  bankrupt 
precisely  in  the  same  plight  and  condition  as  he  possessed 
them.  Even  where  a  complete  legal  title  vests  in  them, 
and  there  is  noliotice  of  any  equity  affecting  it,  they  take 
subject  to  whatever  equity  the  bankrupt  was  liable  to.  .  .  . 
In  Worrall  v.  Marlar  (c).  Lord  Thurlow  says,  a  Court  of 
Equity  has  much  greater  consideration  for  an  assignment 
actually  made  by  contract  than  for  an  assignment  by  mere 
operation  of  law ;  for,  as  to  the  latter,  when  the  equitable 

(a)  9  Vcs.  87.         (h)  3  Russ.  1.         (c)  1  P.  Wms.  459,  n. 
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interest  of  the  wife  was  transferred  to  the  creditor  of  the         i858. 
husband  by  mere  operation  of  law,  he  stood  exactly  in  the  iH^iTBjuiR's 
place  of  the  husband,  and  was  subject  precisely  to  the  same      Trusts. 
equity  with  respect  to  the  wife ;  and  accordingly,  though  it     JudgmmL 
has  been  much  agitated,  and  is  not  yet,  perhaps,  perfectly 
determined  whether  a  particular  assignee  be  liable  to  make 
a  provision  for  the  wife  out  of  her  fortune,  it  has  been  long 
settled,  that  assignees  under  a  commission  of  bankruptcy, 
coming  into  a  court  of  equity  to  reduce  the  interest  of  the 
wife  into  possession,  are  bound  to  make  such  a  settlement 
as  the  husband  would  in  the  same  case  have  been  com- 
pdled  to  make ;  but  if  the  assignment  has  the  effect  of 
reducing  the  wife's  interest  into  possession"  (the  argument 
in  that  case  had  been  that  the  assignment  had  that  effect), 
"  how  could  this  equity  ever  have  prevailed  ?  Out  of  that 
of  which  the  husband  has  obtained  possession  no  settle- 
ment can  be  compelled     If  the  assignment,  therefore,  put 
the  assignees  in  possession,  it  would  completely  extinguish 
all  the  claims  of  the  wife,  as  the  possession  of  the  husband 
himself  certainly  does.     They  ought,  on  that  principle,  to 
be  considered  as  coming  here  to  claim  what  had  by  the  as- 
fflgnment  ceased  to  be  a  trust  for  the  wife,  and  become 
wholly  a  trust  for  the  creditors.    But  the  Court  considers 
the  assignment  as  doing  nothing  more  than  to  place  the  as- 
signees in  the  room  of  the  husband.''    He  therefore  held, 
that,  by  the  bankrupt  law  as  it  then  existed,  the  assignment 
of  the  commissioners  in  bankruptcy  had  no  such  effect  as 
was  there  contended  for  on  behalf  of  the  assignees.    The  as- 
signees simply  represented  the  husband.  They  could  not  re- 
duce the  property  into  possession  without  the  assistance  of 
the  Courts  any  more  than  the  husband  could  have  done  so ; 
and  coming  here  for  that  assistance,  the  Court  imposed 
on  them  the  condition  on  which  alone  it  would  have  afsisted 
the  husband  to  obtain  the  possession. 

Now  that  corresponds  precisely  with  the  observations  of 
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1858.  Lord  8t,  Leonards  in  Re  Aikmeon  (a),  where  he  says,  "  It 
iN^TBABa's  ^^y  ^  considered  as  decided,  that  the  assignee  in  in- 
TBU8T8.  solvency  represents  the  insolvent ;  he  stands  in  his  place, 
Judgment  and  takes  only  such  interest  as  he  can  give,  and  subject  to 
all  equities  by  which  the  insolvent  is  bound.  It  has,  how- 
ever, been  contended  that  the  effect  of  the  Act  is,  so  to  vest 
the  property  that  the  insolvent  cannot  afterwards  divest  it 
But  this  is  not  so,  for  there  are  no  words  in  the  Act  giving 
to  the  assignee  any  higher  interest  than  the  insolvent  him- 
self has.  The  assignee  does  not,  therefor^  take  so  as  not 
to  be  subject  to  equities  as  administered  in  this  Court''  In 
fact,  taking  the  same  view  with  respect  to  the  Act  for  the 
Belief  of  Insolvent  Debtors  as  that  taken  by  Sir  WiUioum 
Grant  (in  reference  to  a  different  branch  of  equity  as  ad- 
ministered in  this  Court,)  with  respect  to  the  Acts  which 
then  regulated  the  law  of  bankruptcy,  viz.  that  assignees 
under  a  commission  stand  in  no  higher  position  than  the 
bankrupt  himself,  and  must  be  subject  to  all  the  rules  by 
which  equitable  rights  are  administered  in  this  Comrt 

The  Act  for  the  Relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors  (6),  upon 
which  Lord  St  Leonards  was  then  reasoning,  appears  to 
me  to  be  quite  as  strong  in  reference  to  this  question  as 
the  Acts  by  which  the  law  of  bankruptcy  was  regulated 
when  this  bankruptcy  occurred.  It  comprises  all  the  pro- 
perty of  the  insolvent  in  the  largest  terms.  By  the  11th 
section,  the  insolvent^  at  the  time  of  subscribing  his  petition, 
is  to  execute  a  conveyance  and  assignment  of  all  his  estate, 
right,  title,  interest,  and  trust,  in  and  to  all  his  real  and 
personal  estate  and  effects,  both  within  this  realm  and 
abroad  (except  his  wearing  apparel  and  the  other  things 
excepted,  not  exceeding  the  value  of  20Z.),  and  of  all  his 
future  estate,  right,  title,  interest,  and  trust  in  or  to  any 
real  or  personal  estate  and  effects,  within  this  realm  or 
abroad,  which   he   may  purchase,   or  which  may  revert, 

(a)  2  D.  in.  G.  143.  (6)  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57. 
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descend,  be  deyised  or  bequeathed,  or  come  to  him.    And         1858. 
such  oonveyanoe  and  assignment  shall  vest  all  his  real  and  jh'^^^^bIbb's 
personal  estate  and  effects,  and  all  such  future  real  and       Tbcsts. 
personal  estate  and  effects  as  there  mentioned,  of  eveiy      Juds/metu. 
nature  and  kind  whatsoeyer,  and  all  such  debts  as  there 
mentioned,  in  the  provisional  assignee;  with  a  proviso 
making  the  assignment  void  in  case  the  petition  shall  be 
dionissed  (a).    80  that,  in  truth,  the  whole  of  the  property 
of  the  insolvent  is  vested,  in  the  largest  words,  in  the  assig- 
nee in  insolvency.    Nor  is  it  possible,  as  it  appears  to  me, 
to  gi?e  to  those  words  any  other  effect  than  to  the  words 
occurring  in  the  Acts  now  in  question  with  reference  to 
the  law  of  bankruptcy,  or  to  draw  any  distinction  for  the 
present  purpose  between  the  two  enactments.    And,  as  to 
the  argument  which  was  advanced  on  behalf  of  the  present 
assigneee,  that  in  insolvency  the  assignment  is  voluntary, 
whereas  in  bankruptcy  the  proceedings  are  in  invitum, 
I  cannot  for  a  moment  attach  any  weight  to  that  dis- 
tmction. 

The  reasoning  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  Dearie  v. 
Hall  (6),  applies  as  fully  and  forcibly  to  an  assignee  in 
bankruptcy  as  to  an  assignee  for  valuable  consideration. 
"If^"  he  says, "  you  are  willing  to  trust  the  personal  credit  of 
the  man,  and  are  satisfied  that  he  will  make  no  improper  use 
of  the  possession  in  which  you  allow  him  to  remain,  notice 
is  not  necessary,  for  against  him  the  title  is  perfect  without 
notica"  This,  I  may  observe  in  passing,  explains  what 
Lord  Justice  Twmer  says  in  Bartlett  v.  Barilett  (c),  in 
reference  to  Ex  parte  Neiwton  (d),  that,  in  that  case,  the 
Court  of  Bankruptcy  appears  to  have  proceeded  on  a  mis- 
taken supposition  that  the  assignment  to  the  bankrupt 
passed  nothing  without  notice  to  the  trustee.  "  But  if  he, 
availing  himself  of  the  possession  as  a  means  of  obtaining 

(a)  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  8,  11.  (c)  1  De  G.  &  Jones,  143. 

(h)  3  Russ.  24.  (d)  4  D.  &  C.  138. 
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1858.  credit,  induces  third  persons  to  purchase  from  him  as  the 
In^kTbabr's  ^^^^  owner,  and  they  part  with  their  money  before  your 
TBD8T8.  pocket  conveyance  is  notified  to  them,  you  must  be  post- 
Jtu^ment,  poned.  Li  being  postponed,  your  security  is  not  invali- 
dated ;  you  had  priority,  but  that  priority  has  not  been 
followed  up ;  and  you  have  permitted  another  to  obtain  a 
better  title  to  the  legal  possession.  What  was  done  by 
Dearie  and  Sherri/ng  did  not  exhaust  the  thing  (to  borrow 
the  principle  of  the  civil  law),  but  left  it  open  to  traflSc. 
These  are  the  principles  on  which  I  think  it  to  be  very  old 
law  that  possession,  or  what  is  tantamount  to  possession,  is 
the  criterion  of  perfect  title  to  personal  chattels,  and  that 
he  who  does  not  obtain  such  possession  must  take  his 
chance  "  (a).  Now  it  is  settled  that  a  mere  assignment  of 
an  equitable  interest  is  not  tantamount  to  possession ;  and 
that  what  is  necessary  to  give  to  the  assignee  of  an  equit- 
able interest  a  right  tantamount  to  possession,  is  notice  of 
the  assignment. 

I  will  now  advert  to  the  second  point  contended  for 
on  behalf  of  the  assignees — ^viz.  that,  if  notice  were  ne- 
cessary, the  commission  of  bankruptcy  was  notice  to  all 
the  world.  Now,  as  to  this  particular  case,  the  point  is 
settled  by  the  decision  in  Sowerby  v.  Brooks  (6).  There  a 
debt  due  to  a  bankrupt  before  his  bankruptcy  was  paid  to 
the  bankrupt  himself  after  the  issuing  of  the  commission, 
but  before  the  party  paying  had  any  actual  knowledge  of 
the  bankniptcy.  The  question  was,  whether  the  issuing  of 
the  commission  was,  in  law,  to  be  deemed  notice  to  a  debtor 
so  paying  his  debt ;  and  the  Judges  determined  that  it  was 
not.  They  were  of  opinion,  that,  in  the  case  before  them, 
the  issuing  of  the  commission  was  not  notice  in  point  of 
law  (c).  And  clearly  it  must  follow,  upon  the  same  prin- 
ciple, that  if  the  trustees  in  the  case  now  before  me  had 
paid  the  fund  in  question  to  the  Petitioner,  without  actual 

(a)  3  Ru98.  24.  (b)  4  B.  &  Aid.  523.  (c)  Id.  534. 
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knowledge  of  the  bankruptcy,  they  would  have  been  pro-         i858. 
tected  by  the  decision  in  Sowerhy  v.  Brooks.  Im^rTbIrr-s 

Trusts. 

This  brings  me  to  the  third  question  raised  on  behalf  of  JudgmenL 
the  assignees,  viz.  whether  the  trustees  had  actual  know- 
ledge or  notice  of  the  bankruptcy.  As  to  that,  the  &cts 
are  these:  the  bankruptcy  took  place  in  1810.  The  inden- 
ture of  assignment  under  which  the  Petitioner  claims  was 
executed  by  the  bankrupt  in  1818.  Notice  of  that  assign- 
ment was  immediately  given  to  the  trustees.  An  attested 
copy  of  the  indenture  was  at  the  same  time  delivered  to 
them,  and  that  attested  copy  was  subsequently  found  in 
the  possession  of  the  last  surviving  trustee.  The  trustees, 
therefore,  had  fuU  notice  of  that  assignment,  and  there  is 
nothing  to  lead  to  the  inference  that  they  had  any  previous 
notice  of  the  bankruptcy;  on  the  oontraiy,  the  facts  in 
evidence  would  lead  to  the  inference  that  they  had  no  such 
notice. 

But  now  the  bankrupt  files  an  affidavit,  in  which  he  says 
this:  that,  in  the  year  1811,  forty-seven  years  ago, — and 
observe,  he  is  speaking  simply  from  memory,  and  I  have 
only  his  word  for  it,  unsupported  by  a  single  scrap  of 
documentary  evidence — ^'In  1811,'  he  says,  'Keinhle,  one  of 
the  trustees,  and  one  who  was  living  when  notice  was  given 
of  the  assignment  of  1 81 1,'  (I  inquired  whether  he  was  then 
living,  because  Ti/mson  v.  Ramsbottom  (a)  shows,  that,  if 
he  had  not  been  then  alive,  this  evidence  would  have  been 
simply  immaterial),  '  was  aware  that  I  was  a  bankrupt,  he 
was  my  intimate  friend  at  the  time,  and  I  consulted  him 
with  reference  to  my  bankruptcy,  and  took  his  opinion  and 
advice  as  to  the  coiurse  I  should  adopt  He  was  then  aware 
of  the  bankruptcy,  and,  being  aware  of  it,  he  promised  to 
assist  me  with  money  to  establish  myself  in  business.'  And 
then  he  goes  on  to  depose  how  Kewhle  lent  him  600{., 

(a)  2  Kee.  36. 
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1858.        with  which  he  purchased  the  leasehold  premises  sold  by  the 
In^JTbarr's   direction  of  his  assignees,  and  how  that  600?.  was  secured 
Trusts.       ^ipQ^  the  lease  and  the  premises  therein  comprised. 


JudffinenL 


Now,  as  to  the  character  of  that  notice^  there  are  some 
observations  not  undeserving  of  consideration  in  the  case 
of  Ex  parte  CarUa  In  re  Croggon,  reported  in  a  note  to 
Ex  paHe  Watkms  In  re  Kidder  (a).  The  petition  in 
Ex  parte  Carbia  was  presented  by  the  assignee  of  a  policy 
of  assurance,  and  prayed  to  have  the  policy  delivered  up  to 
the  Petitioner.  It  appeared,  that,  after  the  bankrupt  had 
delivered  the  policy  to  the  Petitioner,  the  latter  sent  his 
agent  to  the  office  to  pay  the  premium,  and  "  in  the  course 
of  conversation,''  the  agent  informed  the  clerk  that  the 
bankrupt  had  assigned  the  policy  to  the  Petitioner.  The 
question  was,  whether  that  was  sufficient  notice  to  the  of- 
fice of  the  assignment  Mr.  Swanston  contended  that  the 
slightest  circumstance  of  notice  was  sufficient.  The  Chief 
Judge  then  asked  this  question :  "  Taking  it  for  granted 
that  a  verbal  notice  is  enough  if  given  as  a  notice,  is  it 
enough  if  said  in  a  mere  conversation,  in  which  the  party 
did  not  intend  to  give  notice?"  Counsel  having  referred 
in  reply  to  Ex  parte  Stright  (b),  where  a  letter  not  intended 
as  a  notice  was  held  sufficient,  the  Chief  Judge,  after 
distinguishing  that  case,  said: — ^"  No  conveyancer  would 
advise  that  a  title  could  be  accepted,  which  was  ef- 
fected with  such  a  notioe  as  the  present''  Then  he 
mentions  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Smith  (c),  not  then  re- 
ported, which  he  considered  as  differing  from  the  case 
before  him,  and  says:  **  In  notices,  the  purposes  for  which 
they  are  given  must  be  considered.  In  this  case,  it  is 
a  question  of  fact  whether  or  not  the  letter  did  con- 
tain any  notice."  (It  had  been  allied  at  the  bar  that  a 

(a)  1  Mont.  &  Ayrt.  693,  n.  (b)  Mont.  602. 

(c)  2  Cr.  &  Mee.  231. 
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letter  had  been  sent  containing  notice,  but  the  letter  was        i858. 

not  in  evidence).    "The  letter  is  not  before  the  Court,  ik^^^babb's 

Then,  independently  of  the  letter,  here  is  a  mere  accidental       Trusts. 

conyosation,  in  the  course  of  which  it  slips  out  that  the      JMd^meitL 

policy  was  deposited.    The  derk  at  the  insurance  office 

would  not  notice  this,  as  it  was  not  intended  as  a  notica^' 

Then  Sir  John  Cross  says,  "  If  a  man  walks  into  a  banker's 

and  says  accidentally  that  a  bill  is  dishonoured,  that  is  not 

notioa  ...    [In  this  case]  the  &ct  of  a  deposit  was  a  mere 

matter  of  conversation,  and  alike  amounts  to  nothing, 

whether  that  conversation  took  place  in  the  office,  in  a 

house,  or  in  the  streets.'^    And  Sir  Oeorge  Rose  takes  the 

same  view:  "  It  is  not  necessary  such  notice  should  be 

fonnal,  nor  is  it  necessary  that  it  should  be  in  writing ;  but 

it  must  be  a  distinct  notica'^ 

I  should  say,  that  in  Ex  parte  Watkms  (a), — ^the  princi- 
pal case,  to  which  that  of  Ex  parte  Oa/rbis  is  appended  as 
a  note — ^it  was  held  that  the  mere  circumstance  of  its  being 
well  known  to  a  director  of  an  insurance  company,  and  to 
the  actuary  of  the  company,  that  certain  shares  in  the 
company  standing  in  the  name  of  the  bankrupt  were  in 
bet  the  property  of  another,  was  sufficient  notice  to  prevent 
reputed  ownership;  but  the  Court  above  reversed  that 
dedsicm  (6),  holding  that  it  was  not  sufficient 

In  the  present  case  the  conversation,  the  effect  of  which 
is  in  question,  takes  place  not  between  the  assignees  in 
bankruptcy  and  the  trustee.  Had  it  taken  place  in  that 
ynj,  it  might  possibly  have  raised  a  dififerent  question. 
But  it  takes  place  (if  I  am  to  believe  this  testimony), 
between  the  bankrupt  himself  and  his  trustee.  And 
even  if  I  gave  full  weight  to  the  testimony  of  the 
bankrupt  on  this  subject,  I  should  be  inclined  to  hold — 

(a)  1  Mont.  &  Ayrt.  689.  (i)  2  Id.  348. 
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1858.        although  I  should  take  more  time  to  consider  the  point 
In^^bIbb'8  *^*"^  ^  °^^  necessary  to  bestow  upon  it,  disregarding  as  I 
Trusts.      Jq  the  whole  of  the  bankrupt's  evidence  on  this  subject, — 
Judgment     that  communications  such  as  those  which  he  deposes   to 
have  passed  between  himself  and  his  trustee  relative  to  his 
bankruptcy,  and  such  knowledge  as  he  deposes  his  tnistee 
to  have  had  of  that  bankruptcy,  do  not  constitute  such 
notice  of  the  rights  of  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy,  as  to 
give  them  priority  over  the  subsequent  indenture  of  assign- 
ment, of  which  formal  notice  was  duly  given,  and  under 
which  the  Petitioners  claim  to  be  entitled. 

But  I  do  not  stay  to  inquire  into  that  question,  t>ecause 
in  this  case  I  adhere  to  the  rule  which  I  always  wish  to 
observe  in  cases  like  the  present,  where  any  question  of 
fact  depends  upon  the  testimony  of  a  single  witness^  and 
any  inconsistency  is  apparent  between  such  testimony  and 
the  previous  conduct  of  the  witness,  viz.  that  the    Court 
should  look  rather  to  the  acts  done  by  him  at  the  time, 
than  to  his  statements  when  called  as  a  witness.     And 
when,  as  here,  a  witness  professes  to  speak  to  what  occurred 
forty-^ight  years  ago,  and  to  the  knowledge  which  a  per- 
son then  possessed  who  has  been  dead  for  siz-and-thirty 
years,  and  that  witness,  in  order  to  make  out  the  truth  of 
what  he  now  deposes,  is  compelled  to  admit,  that,  by  the 
deed  which  he  executed  in  1818,  and  upon  the  fedth  of 
which  he  put  10002.  into  his  pocket,  he  grossly  defrauded 
the  party  in  whose  favour  that  deed  was  executed,  if  what 
he  now  says  is  true;  the  question  being,  whether,  upon  the 
unsupported  evidence  of  such  a  witness,  I  am  to  take  away 
a  right  which  the  witness  professed  to  assign,  and  which 
the  assignee  believed  to  have  been  effectually  assigned,  as 
far  back  as  the  year  1818,  it  appears  to  me  that  my  answer 
should  be,  I  will  not  believe  in  the  dishonesty  of  the  wit- 
ness in  the  year  1818.     I  will  rather  believe  that  he  act^ 
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ed  honestly  then,  and  that  what  he  now  depoBes  to  have        1858. 
occulted  at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy  is  untrua  ij,  ^JTbIrr^s 

Trusts. 

I  therefore  hold,  that  the  title  is  in  the  Petitioners  claim-     Judgment. 
iiig  under  the  assignee  for  value  by  virtue  of  the  indenture 
of  1818 ;  and  the  order  will  be  according  to  the  prayer  of 
the  petition. 

Ordered  accordingly. 


M 


S  WANZY  V.  SWANZY.  March  24rt. 


OTION  that  Plaintiff  should  give  security  for  cost&       PracHc&^Bia 

bjf  Foreigner — 
Security/or 

The  Plaintiff  was  described  in  the  biU  as  Cathervne  Cotu— Laches. 
Swavjsy  of   Cape  Coast  CasUe  on  the  western  coast  of  Where  it  is  not 
Africa,  at  present  residing  at  a  given  address  in  PwUico,  fil^of  AeMi 
in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  9^  Defendant 

-^  19  entitled  to 

security  for 

It  appeared  that  the  bill  was  filed  on  the  Snd  of  January,  ant,  by  appV 
1858;  and  that,  since  the  filing  of  the  biU,  the  Defendants  ^IZ^"""^ 

'  ^  ©  »  ^  time  to  answer, 

had  taken  out   a  summons  for  further  time  to  answer  does  not  waive 

any  right  that 

the  Plaintiff's  interrogatories.    This  summons  was  attended  he  may  have  to 
before  the  Chief  Qerk  on  the  11th  of  March.  uS^^di 

dehors  the 
bill,  and  not 

A  clerk  of  the  Defendants'  solicitor,  by  his  affidavit  m  discovered  by 
support  of  the  motion,  deposed,  that  on  attending  before  applied  for  fnr- 
the  Chief  Clerk  to  support  the  summons,  a  clerk  of  the  ^on^oley 
Plaintiflrs  solicitors,  in  the  course  of  his  remarks  in  opposi-  j^iitli»vo 

* -^  been  so  dis- 

covered had  he 
made  inquiry. 
y]^^i  described  in  bill  as  of  Africa^  now  residing  at  a  given  address  in  Engkmdy  or- 
^^}  imder  the  drcnmstances,  to  give  security  for  costs,  notwithstanding  Defendant  had 
applied  for  farther  time  to  answer,  and  might,  before  making  that  application,  have  ascertained 
Hie  facts  on  which  the  order  was  made. 
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Statement. 


tion  to  the  application,  and  in  answer  to  a  question  put  by 
the  Chief  Clerk  as  to  the  particular  reason  for  opposing^  it^ 
said,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  an  African  lady ;  that  she  had 
come  to  this  country  for  the  purpose  of  asserting  her  rights 
in  reference  to  the  matters  mentioned  in  the  bill;  and  that 
she  would  return  to  Africa  as  soon  as  the  suit  was  dis- 
posed of ;  also,  that  her  health  was  suffering  from  the  cli- 
mate of  this  country,  which  did  not  agree  with  her. 


Another  clerk  of  the  Defendants^  solicitor,  by  his  affi- 
davit, deposed,  that  on  the  12th  of  March,  1858,  he  made 
inquiries  respecting  the  Plaintiff  at  the  address  in  PimUico, 
when  he  was  informed  that  no  such  person  as  Mrs.  Swamy 
had  ever  resided  there ;  but,  on  his  saying  that  Mrs.  Swanzy 
was  a  coloured  lady,  he  was  informed  that  a  coloured  lady  of 
the  name  of  Hughes  had  resided  there  with  her  husband  a 
short  time  previously,  but  only  for  about  a  week ;  that  she 
had  taken  her  lodgings  only  as  a  weekly  tenant,  and  that 
it  was  not  known  where  she  had  gone  to  reside.  This 
deponent  further  stated  by  his  affidavit,  that,  from  in- 
formation received  from  another  quarter,  he  had  reason  to 
believe  that  the  Plaintiff  was  residing  at  an  address  in 
Brompton  under  the  name  of  Hughes ;  and  he  therefore 
went,  on  the  12th  of  March,  to  that  address,  when  he  was 
informed  by  a  servant  of  the  house,  that  a  coloured  lady 
named  Hughes  resided  there  with  her  husband,  and  had 
been  there  for  about  a  fortnight,  and  that  they  had  taken 
the  lodgings  as  weekly  tenants  only. 

On  the  following  day,  (the  13th  of  March),  the  Defendants 
gave  notice  of  motion. 


Arffummt.  Mr.  C.  T.  Svmpsou,  in  support  of  the  motion,  contended 
that,  the  Plaintiffs  habitual  residence  being  abroad,  the 
mere  circumstance  of  her  having,  when  the  bill  was  filed, 
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a  lodging  in  this  oonntry,  did  not  exempt  her  from  the 
oidinaiy  liability  of  a  foreigner  to  give  Becnrity  for  coeta. 
For  anything  that  appeared  to  the  oontraryi  she  might 
have  taken  lodgings  within  the  jurisdiction,  for  the  express 
purpose  of  avoiding  the  necessity  of  giving  such  security ; 
and  where  that  was  the  case,  where  the  residence  in  this 
ooimtiy  was  merely  colourable,  the  rule  apjdied  precisel> 
M  if  theie  were  no  such  resid^ce :  AinMe  v.  Sima  (a). 
The  question  in  all  such  cases  was,  whether  the  Defendants 
had  a  fair  and  reasonable  chance  of  finding  the  Plainti£f,  if 
iranted,  to  answer  the  process  of  the  C!ourt    Here  they 
dearly  had  not^  and  the  further  circumstance  of  the  Plain* 
tiff's  subsequent  change  of  abode,  (as  to  which  see  Player 
V  Atideraan  (&),)  and  her  living  at  both  abodes  under  a 
name  diferent  from  that  by  which  she  was  described  in  the 
ImII,  were  additicmal  reasons  for  requiring  her  now  to  give 
the  usual  secnrily. 


IS5S. 


Artfum€iU. 


Ifr,  EraHne,  for  the  Plaintiff  opposed  the  motion.— *By 
applying  for  further  time  the  Defendants  had  waived  any 
right  they  might  otherwise  have  had  to  security  for  costs. 
At  the  outset  of  the  suit  they  had  notice  by  the  bill  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  habitually  resident  out  of  the  jurisdiction ; 
and  where  that  is  so,  a  Defendant  should  apply  at  once 
before  answer,  or  time  prayed  to  answer,  otherwise  his  right 
is  waived :  Mdiomcchy  v.  Melioruechy{e).  In  Mwrrow 
▼.  WiUon(d),  where  the  Defendant  had  merely  resiBted  a 
hostile  motion  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  the  latter  was 
oidered  to  give .  security ;  but  here  the  Defendants  had 
''originated  proceedings  of  their  own :"  and  that  distinction 
was  expressly  taken  by  Lord  Lcmgdale,  M.  R(e). 


The  Vice-Changellob.  —  Was  there  a  dear  right  in 
these  Defendants  upon  the  face  of  the  bill  ?  was  it  clear 

(a)  17  Beav.  68.         (b)  16  Sim.  104.         (c)  2  Yes.  sen.  24. 
(d)  12  Beav.  497.  {e)  Ibid. 

VOL.  IV.  B 
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upon  the  £aoe  of  the  bill  that  they  had  a  right  to  securitj 
for  costs?  In  the  case  you  first  cited  there  was ;  but  where 
that  is  not  so,  does  not  the  right  arise  when  the  Defendants 
first  discover  the  facts? 

Mr.  EraJdne, — But  here  there  has  been  no  bona  fide 
inquiry  as  to  the  &ct8,  otherwise  they  would  have  been 
discovered  much  earlier.  More  than  two  months  were 
allowed  to  elapse  before  the  Defendants  applied  for  further 
time,  and  during  the  interval  they  must  have  known,  or 
might  have  known,  and  must  therefore  be  taken  to  have 
known,  all  the  circumstances  on  which  they  now  rely. 
After  such  laches  this  motion  should  be  refused. 

The  Yice-Chakcellob  (to  Mr.  Simpson). — My  doubt 
is,  whether,  upon  the  authority  of  Amslie  v.  Sims  (a),  you 
were  not  put  at  once,  immediately  the  bill  was  filed,  upon 
inquiry  to  ascertain  whether  the  PlaintifiT's  alleged  resi- 
dence in  this  country  was  a  real  or  only  a  colourable 
residenca  If  you  were,  then  you  must  be  taken  to  have 
known  the  facts  on  which  you  now  rely,  as  soon  as  you 
might  have  discovered  them  by  making  such  inquiry. 

Mr.  SimpaoTL — In  AinaUe  v.  jSirnia,  that  question  did 
not  arise ;  and  in  Player  v.  ATidersan  (6),  no  such  inquiry 
was  held  to  be  necessary. 


JtidgmefU,       ViCB-ChANCELLOR  SIB  W.   PAGB  WOOD  : — 

I  have  no  doubt  as  to  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  old 
authorities, — and,  indeed,  it  is  but  justice  so  to  hold, — ^that, 
if  upon  a  bill  being  filed  by  a  person  residing  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  and  stating  himself  by  his  bill 
to  be  residing  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Courts  the 

(a)  17  Beav.  57.  (b)  15  Sim.  104. 
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Defendant,  instead  of  applying  at  onoe  for  security  for  i858. 
oosts,  takes  active  steps  in  the  suit, — ^for  instance,  by  put- 
ting in  his  answer,  or  by  moving  for  further  time  to 
answer, — ^he  thereby  waives  his  right  to  such  security  ;  nor 
is  that  inconsistent  with  Lord  LangddU'a  judgment  in  •(^^T*"^- 
MufTOw  V.  Wil80n(a),  where  he  expressly  distinguishes 
between  the  case  of  a  Defendant  simply  resisting,  as  there, 
an  adverse  motion  made  by  the  Plainti£^  and  cases  where, 
as  het%  the  Ddiandants  have  "  originated  proceedings  of 
(heir  own." 

Bat  in  this  case  the  bill  alleges  a  residence  in  this 
country,  and  the  question  is,  whether,  having  regard  to  that 
drcumstance,  I  am  to  hold  that  the  Defendants  ought 
necessarily  to  have  known,  and  to  treat  them  as  if  they  had 
in  &ct  known,  the  circumstances  on  which  they  now  rely, 
at  the  time  when  they  might  first  have  discovered  those 
omnnstances  had  they  made  inquiry. 

In  Avndie  v.  Sims,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  expressly 
gnaids  himself  against  being  supposed  to  say,  that  in  every 
case  in  which  a  suit  is  instituted  by  a  foreigner,  having  a 
tonporary  readence  in  this  country,  he  may  be  compelled 
to  give  security  for  costs;  nor  has  any  authority  as  yet  gone 
fiurther  than  this,  that,  where  it  is  clear  upon  the  face  of 
lihe  bill,  or  where  the  Defendant,  before  taking  any  active 
step  in  the  suit,  is  aware  that  the  Plaintiff  can  be  com* 
pellfid  to  give  security,  there  the  Defendant  waives  his 
light  to  such  security  by  taking  any  active  step  in  the  suiti 
of  the  kind  J  have  described.  No  authority  has  yet  gone 
80  £ir  as  to  decide  nor  would  it  be  reasonable  to  hold,  that 
where  this  is  not  the  case,  a  Defendant,  by  taking  such 
active  steps  in  the  suit,  waives  any  right  that  he  may  have 
on  grounds  dehors  the  bill,  merely  because  he  might  have 
diioovered  those  grounds  before  such  steps  were  taken. 

(a)  12  Beav.  497. 
R2 
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The  true  teet^  I  apprehend,  is  this: — Could  the  Defend- 
ant^ upon  the  statements  in  the  bill,  and  without  proof  by 
affidavit  or  otherwise  of  any  circumstance  dehors  the  bill, 
have  compelled  the  Plaintiff  to  give  security?  If  he  could 
not, — if  there  was  any  further  circumstance  to  be  proved, 
for  instance,  as  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  puts  it  in  Ainslie 
V.  Sima,  the  circumstance  that  the  Plaintiff  is  merely  on  a 
visits  that  he  is  at  an  inn,  or  that  he  has  taken  lod^gs 
from  week  to  week, — I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  the 
Defendant  was  bound  to  ascertain  that  circumstance  at  the 
earliest  time  at  which  it  could  be  discovered  by  him,  or  that 
he  waives  his  right  to  security  for  costs^  if  before  making 
such  inquiry  he  takes  some  active  step  in  the  suit 


In  the  present  case,  what  actually  put  the  Defendants 
upon  making  inquiry,  appears  to  have  been  this:  On 
attending  the  summons  for  further  time  on  the  11  th  of 
March,  they  learned  from  the  Plaintiff's  solicitors,  that  she 
had  come  to  this  country  for  the  purpose  of  asserting  her 
rights,  and  meant  to  return  to  Africa  as  soon  as  the  suit 
was  di^Kxsed  of,  and  that  her  health  was  suffering  from  the 
climate  of  this  country.  Upon  that^  inquiry  is  made  at  the 
address  given  in  the  bill  as  the  Plaintiff's  residence  in  this 
country;  and  it  is  ascertained  that  she  had  been  residing 
there  for  about  a  week,  but  under  another  name,  and  as  a 
weekly  tenant,  and  it  was  not  known  where  she  had  gone 
to  reside ;  and  at  last  she  is  found  to  be  living  at  another 
address  as  a  weekly  tenant^  and— <what  weighs  veiy  much 
with  me  in  the  view  I  take— under  a  different  name  from 
that  by  which  she  is  described  in  the  present  bill 

Taking  all  these  circumstances  together,  I  think  I  ought 
to  order  the  Plaintiff  to  give  security  for  oosta 


Ordered  accordingly. 


T 
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HAYTER  V.  TUCKER  Jui^27th,2stk, 

^  Aug.  Itt. 

HE  testator  in  the  cause  bequeathed  his  residuary  per-        1858. 
sonal  estate  to  trusteeSi  upon  trust  for  a  charity.  ^    .  ' 

9  Gto,  2,  o«S6 

Fart  of  the  residuary  personal  estate  consisted  of  shares  pm^onCo$t- 

in  certain  mining  companies  conducted  on  the  costrbook  ^BMUtfTa^ 

principle,  and  called  respectively  the  Herod* ^foot,  the  EaM  ^J^.  •»>  ^ 
^o^mtJt,  the  Wheal  Sidney,  the  Wheal  Uny,  the  Boaoeam^        wuu, 

and  the  North  BuUer  Mining  Companiea  shares  in  Min- 

ing  Compamet 
condactod  on 

Upon  the  cause  now  coming  on  for  further  considera-  the  coet-book 

4*  .  11  n  1  /»«»    I  rx  •  •         principle — 

viou  a  question  arose«  whether  a  sum  of  1626.  10a.  arising  J76M,  not  with- 
irom  the  sale  of  these  shares,  was  to  be  considered  as  pure  Mor^aki,  9 
personalty,  so  as  to  pass  to  the  charity;  or  whether  the  be-  ^'  ?'°'^ 
quest  was  rendered  void  by  the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  9  Geo.  vested  in  tms- 
^>  c.  36,  to  the  extent  of  that  sum.  porposet  of  the 


nnd 
generally,  and 

Tne  Chief  Clerk  by  his  certificate  had  included  the  sum  not  in  trust  for 

in  ,^  tibie  individual 

^question  in  a  larger  item,  described  in  his  certificate  as  Bharehoiden; 
^h  arising  from  leasehold  estate,  mortgages,  or  chattels  J^^ofThe 

^^'*  shardiolders 

being  limited 

to  the  profit*   . 

derived  from 
working  the 

•  He  Oex  appeared  for  the  Plaintiflf. 

^-  TVUlcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Schoinberg,  for  the  next  of    jn/y  27tA,  cf 
^  intended  that  the  bequest  was  void,  to  the  extent  of        ^^ 

^^  SU^H  in  question.  ArgummU 

^^  shares  which  that  sum  represented,  were  clearly  an 

^^rest  in  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,"  within  the 

"^^^ing  of  the  Act  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36.     They  were  not  shares 
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in  companies  formed  for  ordinary  trading  pmpoees,  and 
holding  land  incidentally  as  the  necessary  means  of  carry- 
ing out  those  purposes.  The  only  property  these  companies 
possessed  was  mines  and  minerals ;  in  other  words^  the  veiy 
soil  itself. 


Watson  V.  SpraUey  (a)  would  be  cited  contra ;  but^  in 
that  case,  it  was  admitted  by  Mr.  Baron  Parke,  that  where^ 
as  here,  real  property  is  vested  in  the  purser  of  the  mine  or 
any  other  person  in  trust  for  the  co-adventurersj  in  propor- 
tion to  their  shareSi  it  is  a  direct  trust  of  the  realty,  and 
the  shares  are  an  interest  in  land. 


Mr.  BoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Busk,  for  the  trustees  of  the 
charity,  contended  that  the  proceeds  of  the  shares  were 
pure  personalty,  and  passed  to  the  charity. 

The  Vicb-Chancellor — One  way  in  which  they  would 
put  their  case,  is  this  :  Suppose  three  or  four  persons  only 
to  constitute  a  company  of  this  kind,  and  each  to  leave  all 
his  share,  estate,  and  interest  to  a  charity ;  the  charity,  they 
would  argue,  becomes  the  owner  of  the  mina 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C. — ^Not  of  the  mine,  but  simply  of  the 
profits  of  the  undertaking.  The  charity  would  stand  pre- 
cisely in  the  position  of  the  adventurers;  and  in  no  one  of 
the  companies  now  in  question  have  the  adventurers  any 
interest  in  the  mine,  or  in  the  minerals  until  severed  from 
the  mina  The  whole  value  of  the  minerals  so  severed  is 
paid  in  the  shape  of  royalty  to  the  proprietor  of  the  soil, 
the  shareholder  taking  nothing  but  what  represents  the 
profits  of  his  capital  as  invested  in  machinery  and  labour. 

It  is  true  the  purser  has  a  let  or  grant  of  the  mine,  but 
he  holds  the  mine  and  machinery  not  in  trust  for  his  co- 

(a)  10  Exch.  222. 
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adyeniuieiB,  but  in  trust  to  employ  the  machinery  in  work-  i857. 
ing  the  mine  and  making  the  most  profit  of  it  for  their 
benefit,  the  co-adventurers  sharing  the  profit  only,  and 
having  no  right  to  call  for  any  part  of  the  soil  Shares^in 
such  companies  have  been  expressly  held  not  to  be  "  an  '^"""*'* 
interest  in  land  "'  within  the  4th  section  of  the  Statute  of 
Fiaads :  WnAwm  v.  SpraHey  (a),  PowdL  v.  Je99op  (6),  and 
WnUher  v.  Ba/riUtt  (c).  And  if  so,  they  are  not  "  an  inter- 
est in  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,"  within  the  Act 
9  Gea  2,  c.  36. 

They  cited  also  Myers  v.  Perigal  (cQ,  AttorTiey-Oeneral 
v.  OUea  («),  March  v.  The  Attomey^eTieral  (f),  SpcurUng 
y.  Parker  (g),  and  Edvxvrda  v.  HaU  (A). 

Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.  C,  replied 


The  Vicb-Chancellob. — (The  question  having  stood       Aftg.i8t. 
over  for  further  information,  which  was  not  produced)  : — 

It  is  clearly  settled,  that  shares  in  any  company  or  trading 
partnership,  incorporated  or  not  incorporated,  holding  land 
for  the  purposes  of  their  undertaking,  whether  as  an  invest- 
ment of  capital,  as  in  Myers  v.  Perigal,  or  as  a  means  for 
erecting  their  warehouses,  engines,  or  the  like,  are  not 
neoesBarily  on  that  account  an  interest  in  land  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Statute  of  Mortmain  of  the  9  Qeo.  2,  a  36. 

The  whole  question  in  the  case  of  each  of  these  mining 
<)ompanies  is,  how  the  mine  is  held,  whether  it  is  held  upon 
^nist  for  the  individual  shareholders,  so  that  each  indi- 

(a)  10  Exch.  222,  245.  S.  C,  5  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Ch.,  44. 
(h)  18  C.  B.I887.  (/)  5  Beav.  433. 

(c)  Id.  845.  (^)  9  Id.  450. 

(d)  11  C.  B.  90;  S.  C  2  D.  (A)  11  Hare,  1 ;  S.  C,  on  ap- 
^1-  G.  599.  peal,  6  D.  M.  G.  92. 

(e)  Sbelford  on  Mortmain,  987; 
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vidua!  shareholder  has  a  direct  interest  in  the  mine  itself 
or  whether  the  interest  of  the  shareholders  is  limited  to  the 
profits  arising  firom  the  working  of  the  mina 

If  the  interest  of  the  shareholders  is  limited  to  the  profits 
arising  from  the  working  of  the  mine»  then  it  would  seem 
dear,  from  the  authorities  dted,  Watson  y.  SpraUey  (a), 
PoweU  v.  j€88op  Q}),  and  WaUm  v.  BarOeU  (c),  ttiat  the 
shares  are  not  an  interest  in  land  within  the  Mortmain  Act ; 
but  if  the  shareholders  have  a  direct  interest  in  the  mine 
itself,  then,  according  to  one  of  those  authorities,  Watson  v. 
SpraUey  (a),  it  would  seem  dear  that  the  shares  are  an 
interest  in  land  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act 


The  question,  to  which  class  these  mines  belong,  is  one 
which,  upon  the  facta  before  me,  I  find  it  impossible  to  de- 
termine, the  shares  being  called  on  the  one  side  ''  shares  in 
the  mines,"  on  the  other,  "  shares  in  the  undertakinga^' 
And  although  PoweU  v.  Jeaeop  (b)  has  decided,  that^  in  the 
absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  there  is  a  presumption 
that  shares  in  a  mining  company  conducted  on  the  cost- 
book  principle  are  not  an  interest  in  land;  still,  in  this 
case,  I  have  the  Chief  Clerk's  fiinding,  that  these  particular 
shares  are  of  a  kind  that  would  bring  them  within  the 
Statute  of  Mortmain,  and,  in  the  face  of  that  finding,  I 
cannot  decide  to  the  contrary  without  further  inquiry. 


Statement 
rt&umed. 


The  cause  having  stood  over  generally,  inquiry  was  made 
as  to  the  constitution  of  the  several  mining  companies^  and 
affidavits  were  filed  by  the  pursers  and  others  acquainted 
with  the  facts,  by  which  it  appeared,  that^  in  the  case  of  each 
company,  a  lease  was  granted  either  to  the  purser  or  to 


{a)  10  Exch.  222. 


(6)  18  C.  B.  337. 


(c)  Id.  845. 
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three  or  more  members  of  the  company,  for  a  term  of 
years ;  such  lease  being  a  grant  for  a  term  of  years  of  the 
liberty  to  dig,  work,  and  search  for  minerals  within  the 
mine,  rendering  to  the  grantor  an  aliquot  part  of  such  mine- 
rals,  terminable  in  the  event  of  the  mine  not  being  dili- 
gently worked:  the  rest  of  the  minerals,  as  soon  as  wrought 
or  broken  from  the  soil  but  not  previously,  belonging  to  the 
company. 
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rutuned. 


In  no  case  was  there  any  express  trust  or  declaration  on 
the  &oe  of  the  grant  to  show  that  it  was  held  in  trust  for 
the  shareliolders  of  the  company. 

In  the  case  of  all  the  companies,  it  was  deposed,  that  the 
fihszeholders  took  no  interest  in  the  substance  of  the  mine 
itadf  as  land,  but  only  in  the  minerals  when  severed  from 
the  land  ;  so  that  the  int^est  of  each  shareholder  was  con- 
fined to  a  share  in  the  profits,  and  his  liability  to  the  losses 
of  the  company,  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  his  shares ; 
that  no  shareholder  was  entitled  to  the  possession  of  any 
portion  of  the  mine,  either  during  the  existence  of  the  com- 
pany or  aftw  its  dissolution,  although  the  lease  might  not 
have  expired ;  and  that^  on  the  dissolution  of  the  company 
<ff  the  abandonment  of  the  adventure,  the  machinery  and 
6&cts  of  the  company  would  be  sold,  and  each  shareholder 
would  be  entitled  to  his  proportion  of  the  |Hroduce,  but  no 
Uiteiest  in  the  mine  itself  would  remain  to  be  divided 
among  the  shareholdera 


The  argument  being  now  resumed — 

Ur.  Bfisk,  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  EoU,  Q.  C,  contended, 
^hat,  having  regard  to  the  affidavits,  the  question  of  £su2t,  as 
^  which  upon  the  former  occasion  the  Court  was  in  uncer- 
^uity,  must  be  decided  in  favour  of  the  charity. 


Argument 
resumed. 
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Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Schomberg,  for  the  next  of 
kin,  contended  that  the  affidavits  showed  an  interest  so 
connected  with  land,  that^  having  r^;ard  to  the  large  terms 
of  the  Statute  9  Qeo.  2,  a  36,  the  shares  in  question  could 
not  be  given  by  will  for  charitable  purposes ;  citing  Negtu 
V.  CouUer  (a). 

CurUng  v.  Flight  (6)  was  also  dted. 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 


Jud^menL       ViCJB-CHANCELLOB  SiE  W.  PaGE  WoOD  : — 

I  have  no  difficulty  in  disposmg  of  this  case  now  that 
the  evidence  is  before  me,  the  authorities  being  clear  as  to 
the  principles  by  which  my  decision  should  be  guided. 

In  BUgh  V.  Brent  (c) — ^the  case  of  the  Chdaea  Water- 
works— ^it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  the 
decision  has  been  followed  in  several  other  cases,  that  the 
shares  of  an  incorporated  company,  having  power  to  hold 
land  for  the  purposes  of  trading,  could  not  be  considered  as 
an  interest  in  land  within  the  meaning  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  the  land  being  held  by  the  corporation  not  the 
individual  shareholders,  and  held  by  them  not  in  trust  for 
the  individual  shareholders  but  for  the  benefit  of  the  cor- 
porate body,  so  that  the  individual  shareholder  would  never 
have  power  to  call  for  any  part  of  the  land  itself,  but  only 
for  his  share  of  the  profit  derived  firom  it  in  carrying  out 
the  purposes  of  the  undertaking. 

That  being  the  law  as  to  incorporated  companies,  the 
question  arose  as  to  companies  or  partnerships  not  incorpo- 
rated.   It  was  clear,  that,  in  the  case  of  a  company  or  part- 

(a)  1  Amb.  367.  (b)  2  Phill.  613.  (c)  2  Y.  &  CoU.  268. 
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neiship  not  incorporated,  land  might  be  held  in  trust  for  the  is5S. 
individual  shareholders ;  and  shares  in  a  company  or  part- 
nership of  that  description,  it  was  said,  must  be  looked 
upon  as  an  interest  in  land,  for  there  the  individual  share- 
holder would  have  power  to  call  upon  the  trustees  not  «<^y»»<»<- 
merely  for  his  share  of  the  profits,  but  for  part  of  the  very 
land  itself  ^rhich  in  an  incorporated  company  was  not  the 


That  is  the  distinction  clearly  taken  in  fFataon  v.  Sprat- 
ley  (a),  where  Mr.  Baron  Parke  sums  up  the  law  in  these 
words : — "  The  principle  on  which  this  case  should  be  de- 
cided is  perfectly  clear,  and  the  only  doubt  felt  by  any 
member  of  this  Court  is  upon  a  question  of  fact — ^namely, 
mider  which  class  of  decided  cases  this  particular  case  falls. 
In  the  case  of  joint-stock  companies  incorporated  by  Acts 
of  Parliament^  who  are  generally  possessed  of  land,  the  in- 
dividual shareholders  are  quite  distinct  firom  the  corpora- 
tion. The  shareholders  are  entitled  to  no  direct  interest  in 
the  land ;  no  part  of  the  realty  is  held  in  trust  for  them ; 
but  all  they  are  entitled  to  is,  that  the  real  and  personal 
property  held  by  the  corporation  should  be  used  by  them 
for  thdr  benefit^  so  as  to  make  profits,  which,  when  made, 
are  to  be  divided  between  them  rateably  according  to  their 
nnmber  of  shares,  as  personalty,  which  might  be  disposed 
of  by  an  attested  will  (before  the  late  Statute  of  Wills), 
and,  consequently,  could  have  been  disposed  of  by  parol'' 
Hen,  after  referring  to  Bligh  v.  Brent  (6),  and  Hilton  v. 
Qiraud  (e),  in  support  of  that  proposition,  he  proceeds 
thus :— ."  Nor  is  it  to  those  cases  only  of  joint-stock  com- 
panies which  are  incorporated,  and  in  which,  therefore,  the 
corporation  is  seised  of  the  real  estate,  that  this  doctrine  is 
applicable.  It  applies,  also,  to  other  joint-stock  companies, 
where  the  persons  seised  of  the  realty  hold  in  the  same  way 
as  the  corporation  in  those  cases,  that  is,  in  trust  only  to 

(a)  10  Exch.  222.       b)  2  Y.  &  Coll.  268.       (c)  1  De  G.  &  Sm.  187. 
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use  the  land  to  make  profits  as  part  of  the  stock  in  trade, 
and  then  to  divide  those  profits  between  the  sharehdden, 
whose  only  interest  is*in  those  profit&  The  cases  decided 
under  the  Mortmain  Act  are  of  this  natura    That  of 

SparlAng  v.  Pwrker  (a)  was  one It  was  there  held, 

that  shares  in  an  unincorporated  gas  light  company,  where 
the  lands  are  expressly  stated  to  be  vested  in  trustees''  (that 
IB,  for  the  company,  and  not  for  the  individual  shareholders), 
"  and  the  shares  are  declared  to  be  personal  estate  by  the 
partnership  deed,  were  personalty.  So,  shares  in  a  dock, 
where  the  shareholders  were  interested  in  the  profits  and 
losses.  In  whom  the  real  estate  was  vested,  does  not  ap- 
pear by  the  report ;  but>  doubtless,  not  in  each  partner,  but 
in  some  one  or  more  trustees.  In  like  manner,  shares  in  a 
banking  company,  where  the  shareholders  were  entitled  to 
.the  profits  only,  and  the  real  estate  was  vested  in  trustees, 
were  held  not  to  be  within  the  Mortmain  Acts,  firsts  by  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Myers  v.  Perigdl  (b),  and  con- 
firmed by  Lord  St.  Leona/rds  (c)/'  Then  he  comes  to  the 
distinction  taken  in  the  argument  of  this  case  on  behalf  of 
the  next  of  kin : — "  In  the  case  of  Baxter  v.  Brown  (dE), 
where  there  was  a  fulling  mill  held  by  trustees  for  the  co- 
partners under  a  partnership  deed,  the  Courts  on  the  con- 
struction of  that  deed,  held  that  there  waB  a  trust  of  the 
real  estate  for  each  copartner,  and  each  copartner  was  held 
to  be  entitled  to  vota  Lord  St.  Leona/rds  (c),  evidently,  is 
dissatisfied  with  that  decision ;  but  if  the  construction  of 
the  trust  wsb  correct^  and  there  was  a  direct  trust  of  the 
feal  estate  for  each  partner  in  proportion  to  their  shares, 
the  decision  was,  no  doubt>  perfectly  right  (e)." 


Therefore,  if  I  had  found,  in  the  case  of  any  of  the 
mining  companies  now  in  question,  that  the  mine  was 


(a)  9  Beav.  450. 

(b)  U  C.B.  90. 

(c)  2  D.  M.  G.  599. 


{d)  7  Man.  &  Gr.  198. 
{e)  10  Exch.  244,  245. 
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vested  in  the  purser  or  any  other  person,  in  trust  not  for 
the  ptnposes  of  the  undertaking  generally,  but  for  the  in- 
dmdoal  adventurers  in  proportion  to  their  shares,  then  I 
should  have  been  bound  to  hold  those  shares  to  be  an 
interest  in  land  within  the  meaning  of  the  Mortmain  Act 
But  if  I  find»  as  I  do  find  in  all  the  companies  now  in  ques- 
tion, that  the  mines  are  vested  in  trustees  for  the  purposes 
of  the  undertaking  generally,  and  not  in  trust  for  the  indi- 
vidual adventurers,  no  individual  adventurer  can  call  for 
any  pari  of  the  soil,  or  any  thing  more  than  his  share  of 
the  profits  when  realised.  And  if  shares  in  such  companies 
be  given  to  a  charity,  it  is  clear,  in  like  manner,  that  all 
the  charity  will  ever  be  able  to  call  for  is  a  proportional 
partoftheprofita 


1858. 


JitdgmeiU. 


There  is,  therefore,  no  possibility  of  any  violation  of  the 
Mortmain  Law  in  the  event  of  my  holding  that  such  shares 
can  pass  by  will  to  a  charity ;  and  it  is  clear  to  me,  that,  in 
the  present  case,  the  charity  is  entitled  to  the  fund  pro- 
duced by  the  sale  of  the  shares. 


Dklau  the  162/.  lOs.  to  be  pure  personal  estate,  and  correct  the      Mimte  of 


Chief  Clerk*8  certificate  accordingly. 


Order. 
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March  25th  ^  HUTCHINS  V.  OSBORNE 

26th.  . 

mOr^Gen^  A  SPECIAL  caae. 

ercifs  of  Pow^ 

0r  o/Appouu-      By  an  indenture,  dated  1836,  being  the  settlement  exe- 

0. 26,  s.  27.     cuted  in  contemplation  of  the  marriage  of  John  Hutchina, 

T,  .       deceased,  and  Maria  his  wife,  then  Maria  Ward,  spinster, 

J5y  a  mainagt  ^ 

settlement,  certain  leasehold  property  was  limited  upon  trust  to  pay 

settled  npon  the  rents  to  Maria' and  her  assigns  during  her  life  for  her 

foHife*forher  Separate  use,  and  after  her  decease  "  upon  trust  for  such 

USTaAer'te  P®"^^  ^'  persons,  for  such  estates  and  interest,  and  in  such 

decease  npon  manner  and  form,  and  to  and  for  such  ends,  intents,  and 

band  ahonid'bj  purposes  in  all  respects,  as  the  said  John  Hutchins  should, 

aprointluad  ^y  ^^7  ^^  ^'  instrument  in  writing,  or  by  his  last  will 

subject  thereto  and  testament  in  writing,  to  be  by  him  legally  executed, 

npon  trust  for      ..  ,.     .  .    ^  ^    ^         ,     , 

such  person,  direct,  limit,  or  ^ppomt,  give  or  bequeath  the  same,  and  m 
the  Sto^eTof  ^^  meantime,  and  imtil,  or  in  defieiult  thereof,  and  subject 
SSt^en-  thereto,  if  any,  upon  trust  for  such  person  and  persons  as 
titled  thereta    \mder  the  Statute  for  Distribution  of  intestate  estates  might 

The  husband      ,  ,  .  ,    ,    ,  ,  .  x  ,> 

by  his  wiu  in    be  or  become  entitled  thereto  {sic). 

1850,  after 
making  oer- 

^Xo^^**  /0A76  Hutchins  by  his  will  in  1 860,  after  directing  pay- 
child,  as  to  all  ment  of  his  debts  and  giving  several  legacies,  and  making 
proper^fand'  Certain  provisiou  for  his  only  child  SUaa  Hvichina  (as 
^^  Md^"*^  therein  mentioned),  proceeded  as  follows  :— **  And  as  to  aU 
^^r^ver,  my  ready  money,  money  in  the  stocks  or  ftmda^  debtee 
should  be  pos-  Securities  for  money,  household  furniture,  plate,  linen,  china, 
terested  inf  ot  ^7  leasehold  messuago  or  tenement  and  premises.  No.  7, 
Sf d  ^  ^  ^  ^^^^^'^^1'^'^''*^  (^)>  ^^^  «J1  other  my  estate,  property,  and 

iubjeetf  as  to 

tuA  parts  thereof  as  were  comprised  in  the  settlement,  to  that  settlement  and  the  trusts  therebjf  de- 
clared, and  which  indenture  he  thereby  ratified  and  confirmed  in  all  respects,  gave  and  bequeathed 
the  same  to  his  widow  absolutely. — HM,  that  the  general  residuary  bequest  operated  as  an 
execntioQ  of  the  power  of  appointment  reserved  by  the  settlement. 

(a)  This  house  was  not  comprised  in  the  settlement. 
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effects  whatsoever,  which  I  shall  or  may  be  possessed  of, 
interested  in,  or  entitled  unto  at  my  decease,  subject  to  thd 
payment  of  the  before-mentioned  legacies,  and  also  subject, 
as  to  such  parts  thereof  respectively  as  is  or  are  comprised 
in  an  indenture  of  settlement  and  assignment  dated  the 
15th  day  of  July,  1836,  made  on  or  previous  to  my  mar- 
riage with  my  said  wife,  to  the  said  indenture  and  the 
trosts  thereby  declared,  and  which  indenture  I  hereby 
ratify  and  confirm  in  all  respects,  I  give  and  bequeath  the 
same  and  every  part  thereof  to  my  said  wife,  her  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns  absolutely.^ 

The  testator  died  in  1860,  leaving  Maria  his  widow, 
and  Silas  his  only  child,  him  surviving. 

Silas  died  intestate  in  1853,  leaving  the  Plaintiff,  his 
miow  and  administratrix,  and  three  children  him  sur- 
Tiying. 


The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether 
the  general  residuary  bequest  to  Maria  operated  as  an 
execution  of  the  power  of  appointment  reserved  by  the 
settlement 


Mr.  W.  A.  Clark,  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended  that  the 
bequest  did  not  operate  as  an  execution  of  the  power  of 
appomtment. 

The  bequest  is  expressly  "'  subject  to  the  settlement  and 
the  trustB  thereby  declared.^'  And  that  settlement  is  ex- 
pressly "  ratified  and  confirmed  in  all  respects  *'  in  the  very 
clause  containing  the  bequest  Those  circumstances  amount 
to  a  dear  indication  of  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator 
tbat  his  will  should  not  operate  as  an  execution  of  the 
power.    And,  even  under  the  recent  Act  (a),  a  general  de- 

(a)  1  Vict.  c.  26. 
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vise  or  bequest  does  not  include  pioperty  over  which  the 
testator  has  a  power  of  appointment^  where  a  contrary  in- 
tention appears  by  the  will  (a). 

The  YiC]i>-CHANCELLO& — ^The  testator  seems  clearly  to 
have  considered  that  he  was  dealing  with  the  property 
comprised  in  the  settlement^  because,  after  describing  the 
property  with  which  he  meant  to  deal  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  clause  in  question,  he  says,  "  subject  as  to  such 
parts  thereof  respectively  as  are  comprised  in  the  settle- 
ment '*  to  that  settlement  and  the  trusts  thereby  dedaied 
According  to  your  contention,  he  meant  to  say  by  that^  "  I 
deal  with  the  whole,  but  subject  as  to  a  certain  part  of  it 
to  this  proviso:  that  I  don^t  deal  with  that  part  at  alL" 

Mr.  W.  A.  Clark. — ^The  testator  had  used  large  words  at 
the  commencement  of  the  clause,  and  fearing  they  might 
aflFect  the  settled  property,  he  inserted  this, — "  subject  as  to 
the  settled  property  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement"  The 
effect^  therefore,  as  to  so  much,  is  as  if  he  had  imported  all 
the  trusts  of  the  settlement  into  the  will 

The  settlement  containing  a  trust  for  the  testator's  next 
of  kin,  can  that  be  revoked  by  a  bequest  which  is  ex- 
pressly to  be  subject  to  the  trusts  contained  in  the  settle- 
ment ?  Besides,  the  testator  having  expressly  ratified  and 
confirmed  that  trust,  can  there  be  an  implied  revocation  in 
the  same  sentence — an  implied  revocation  in  spite  of  an  ex- 
press confirmation? 

The  Yic&Chancbllob  referred  to  L<ike  v.  Cume  (6). 


Mr.  SiAitey  Smil^  and  Mr.  Joseph,  for  the  children  of 
SUaa  Hutckvns,  supported  the  Plaintiff's  contention,  and 
cited  the  observations  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  Lake  v. 


(a)  1  Vict.  c.  26,  fl.  27. 


(b)  2  D.  M.  G.  536,  560. 
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Currie  (a)  not  affected  by  the  reversal  of  his  judgment 
by  the  Court  above,  to  show  that  the  clause  in  the  present 
wH],  ratif^g  and  confirming  the  settlement,  was  inoon- 
sist^t  with  an  intention  to  revoke; 

The  ViCE-CHANCKLLOa — Might  not  the  testator  mean 
this :  "Part  of  the  trusts  of  this  settlement  I  can't  disturb ; 
part  I  can.  I  disturb  them  as  £Eur  as  I  can ;  I  ratify  them 
where  I  cannot" 

Mr.  Sheffidd,  for  the  personal  representatives  of  Maria 
EiUchina,  the  testator's  widow,  contended  that  the  resi- 
duary bequest  operated  as  an  execution  of  the  power. 

Mr.  W.  A.  Clark  replied. 
Judgment  reserved 
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ViCB-CHANCELLaR  SiR   W.   PAGE  WoOD    (after   stating     March  iM. 

the  case  and  the  question  to  be  decided),  proceeded —  Jvdgmau 


The  presumption  of  law  under  the  recent  Act(&)  is,  that  a 
general  devise  or  bequest  shall  operate  so  as  to  pass  every- 
thing over  whidi  the  testator  has  a  power  of  appointing, 
"unless  a  contrary  intention  shall  appear  by  the  wilL" 

But  beyond  that,  in  a  will  made  before  the  recent  Act 
came  into  operation,  if  such  words  as  these  were  found  : 
""  I  give  all  my  estate  and  effects  whatsoever  and  whereso- 
ever, subject,  as  to  such  parts  thereof  as  are  comprised  in 
m7  marriage  settlement,  to  that  settlement  and  the  trusts 
thereby  declared,"  the  Court  would  consider  those  words  as 
a  sufficient  indication  that  the  testator  meant  to  deal  with 
the  property  comprised  in  his  settlement^  and  meant  his 

(a)  \6  Beav.  476.  (b)  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  27. 
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will  to  operate  upon  that  property,  with  this  only  pro- 
viso—  that  the  directions  with  respect  to  it  in  his  will 
should  be  subject  to  those  in  his  settlement 

Now,  if  I  look  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement,  I  find  that 
they  are  as  effectually  preserved,  and  the  trusts  of  the  will 
as  effectually  subject  to  them,  whether  the  testator  does 
or  does  not  exercise  his  power  of  appointment  Treating 
the  clause  in  question  in  the  will  as  an  execution  of  the 
power,  the  bequest  will  be  no  less  "  subject  to  the  trusts  of 
the  settlement"  The  words  of  ratification  used  in  refer- 
ence to  the  indenture  of  settlement  ''  and  which  inden- 
ture I  hereby  ratify  and  confirm  in  all  respects,"  are  easily 
explained.  By  that  settlement  his  widow  was  to  have  a 
life  interest  in  the  property  in  question.  He  says,  there- 
fore, as  was  the  case  in  Lake  v.  Currie,  "  I  do  not  intend  to 
disturb  her  life-interest ;  I  intend  my  will  to  operate  upon 
the  property  subject  to  that  life-interest  and  subject  to 
that  I  give  the  property  in  this  manner:" — the  ratification 
of  the  settlement  amounting  so  far  to  this,  that,  if  he  could 
have  disputed  the  widow's  life-interest,  and  made  the  pro- 
perty liable  to  his  debts  to  the  exclusion  of  her  life- 
interest  he  expressly  negatives  any  intention  to  do  so. 
The  trusts  of  the  settlement  were  for  the  widow  for  life, 
and,  after  her  decease,  for  such  person  as  the  testator  should 
by  will  appoint ;  and  he  does  appoint  by  his  wilL  In  this 
construction  of  the  will  the  bequest  is  as  much  ''subject  to 
the  trusts  of  the  settlement''  as  if  no  appointment  had 
been  made,  and  the  property  had  been  left  to  go  as  in 
default  of  appointment 


It  seems  to  me,  that  by  adopting  the  Plaintiff's  construc- 
tion, I  should  be  forcing  the  words  of  the  will,  that  con- 
struction amounting  in  effect  to  this :  that  by  subjecting 
the  bequest  in  his  will  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement  the 
testator  meant  to  exclude  firom  the  operation  of  his  will 
the  entire  property  comprised  in  the  settlement. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Had  there  been  any  reasonable  doubt  upon  the  face  of 
the  will,  I  should  have  looked,  as  the  Court  continually 
does  look  in  such  cases,  at  the  state  of  circumstances  ex^^ 
ialang  at  the  date  of  the  will;  but  it  appears  to  me,  that, 
in  this  instance,  no  reasonable  doubt  exists.  The  words 
the  testator  has  used  are  too  strong  for  any  circumstances 
to  control  them. 
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For  these  reasons  I  feel  bound  to  hold,  that  no  interest 
in  the  property  in  question  passed  to  the  testator's  son ; 
but  that,  upon  the  face  of  the  will,  the  whole  interest 
of  which  the  testator  had  power  to  dispose  passed  to  his 
widow. 


Dbclaks,  that  the  general  residuary  bequest  to  Maria  operated  as 
an  execation  of  the  power  of  appointment  reserved  to  the  testator 
by  die  indenture  of  settlement  of  1836. 


MtmUeof 
Decree, 


CLARKE  V.  FRANKLIN.  Apra22nd 

B4'  23rdL 

T  an  indenture,  dated  1852,  JoA^  Clarke  appointed  and  Deed—Trus$ 

conveyed  an  estate  at  Crick,  in  the  county  of  Northamp-  ^^R^^Mng^ 

ton,  to  trustees,  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  with  remainder  ^j^Tr^^ 

to  such  uses  as  he  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint,  with  re-  *v  «  Person^ 
mainders  over.     And  by  the  same  indenture  he  granted         — 1 

and  conveyed  certain  real  estate  in  Clarendo7ir8quare,  ©atate  is  settled 

by  deed  upon 
tmst  to  sellfor 
cifftaui  ipeeified  purposes,  and  one  of  those  purposes  fails,  there,  whether  the  tmst  for  sale  is  to 
sriK  ia  the  lifetime  of  the  settlor,  or  not  antU  after  his  decease,  the  property  to  that  extent 
remits  to  the  settlor  as  personalty  irom  the  moment  the  deed  is  executed. 

Settlei&ent  of  real  estate  by  deed  (not  enrolled)  to  use  of  settlor  for  life,  with  reminder 
(subject  to  a  power  of  revocation,  which  he  never  exercised)  to  use  of  trustees  and  their  heirs, 
npon  trust  to  seU  and  pay  certain  sums  of  money  to  persons  named,  or  to  such  of  them  as 
ought  be  living  at  setUor's  death,  and  to  apply  the  residue  to  diaritable  purposes. — Held, 
following  HetoiU  v.  Wright  (1  Bro.  C.  C.  86),  that,  notwithstanding  the  trust  was  not  to  arise 
mtfl  after  settlor's  death,  the  property  was  Impressed  with  the  character  of  personalty  imme- 
^^7  Qpon  the  execution  of  the  deed,  and  the  proceeds,  so  far  as  they  were  directed  to  be 
^lied  to  charitable  purposes,  resulted  to  the  setUor  as  personalty. 
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Lea/nwngUm  Priors,  of  which  he  was  seised  in  fee^  and 
assigned  two  sums  of  10002.  each  secured  on  mortgage,  and 
certain  personal  chattels  therein  mentioned,  to  trustees: 
BLabendum,  after  and  subject  to  the  same  estate  for  life  of 
the  said  John  Clarke,  and  such  power  of  appointment 
and  revocation  therein  as  was  thereinbefore  provided  and 
limited  respecting  the  estate  and  premises  at  Crick  afore- 
said, unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  trustees^  their  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  according  to  the 
tenure,  nature,  and  quality  thereof  respectively,  upon  trust 
to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  said  real  estate  and  personal  chat- 
tels^ and  receive  the  purchase  money  and  the  said  moneys 
respectively ;  and  after  payment  of  the  costs,  charges,  and  ex- 
penses incident  to  and  attending  such  sale,  and  collecting 
and  calling  in  the  said  moneys,  to  pay  six  sums  of  502.  each 
and  one  sum  of  202.  to  certain  persons  named  in  the  inden- 
ture, or  to  such  of  them  as  might  be  living  at  the  death  of 
the  said  John  Cla/rke ;  and  upon  trust  to  pay  the  residue 
to  the  minister,  churchwardens,  and  overseers  of  the  parish 
of  Crick,  to  be  by  them  appUed  for  the  charitable  purposes 
in  the  indenture  mentioned. 


The  indenture  was  not  enrolled  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Mortmain  Act,  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36. 

On  the  same  day  John  Clarke  made  his  will,  by  which 
he  ratified  and  confirmed  the  indenture,  and,  after  making 
certain  pecimiary  bequests,  he  bequeathed  all  the  lest  and 
residue  of  his  personal  estate  not  affected  by  or  included 
in  the  indenture,  upon  trust,  aftier  paying  thereout  all  his 
just  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  to  pay  the 
residue  to  trustees,  to  be  applied  and  disposed  of  by  them 
upon  such  and  the  like  trusts  as  were  mentioned  and  set 
forth  in  the  indenture  as  to  and  concerning  the  residue 
of  his  real  and  personal  estate  therein  mentioned 


The  testator  died  in  1855  without  issue,  and  without 
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hmg  exercised  the  power  of  revocation  and  appointment 
eontained  in  the  indenture  of  1852. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  his  widow,  and  it  prayed  to  have 
Ids  real  and  personal  estate  adniinistered  imder  the  direc- 
tion  of  the  Ck)urt,  and  that  the  rights  and  interests  of  all 
parties  in  relation  to  the  real  and  personal  estate  comprised 
in  the  indenture  of  1852  might  be  ascertained  and  declared* 
and  the  trusts  thereof,  so  far  as  they  were  valid,  admini- 
stered tinder  the  direction  of  the  Court 
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By  the  decree  made  on  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  it  was 
declared,  that  the  charitable  trusts  under  the  indenture  of 
1852  were  void,  so  &r  as  regarded  the  real  estate  and  the 
peiBonal  estate  savouring  of  realty. 

The  cauise  now  came  on  for  farther  consideration. 


Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Levdn,  for  the  Plaintiflf,  the 

widow  :— 

By  the  indenture  of  1862,  the  Cflarendon-square  es- 
tate was  bound  by  a  trust  for  sale,  and  the  proceeds,  so 
&r  as  they  were  directed  to  be  applied  to  charitable  pur- 
pose^ resulted  to  the  grantor  as  personal  estate,  and  are 
applicable  and  distributable  in  like  manner  as  the  other 
personal  estate  of  the  testator  not  effectually  disposed  of  by 
his  will  The  Plaintiff  therefore,  as  his  widow,  is  entitled 
to  one-half  of  such  proceeds. 

This  is  a  trust  for  conversion  out  and  out.  That  trust  is 
imperative,  for  it  is  clear,  that,  from  the  moment  of  the 
grantor's  death,  every  one  of  the  seven  persons  in  whose 
&yoQr  the  sums  of  money  are  charged  upon  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale,  might  have  called  for  conversioiL  Had  the 
^J^stnunent  creating  the  trust  been  a  will,  so  much  of  the 
P'^)<!Qed8  as  the  trust  directed  to  be  given  to  charitable  pur- 


At^ukmhL 
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the  fact  of  conversion  is  one  thing,  the  direction  to  oonTert 
is  another.  The  direction  operates,  for  the  purposes  of  this 
question,  immediately  on  the  delivety  of  the  deed,  although 
the  property  is  not  to  be  converted  until  after  the  grantor's 
death. 


Mr.  Evcms. — If  that  is  the  decision  in  Hewitt  v.  Wright, 
it  is  opposed  to  that  in  Emblyn  v.  Freemcm  (a).  There 
real  estate  was  conveyed  to  trustees  upon  trusty  as  here,  to 
sell  after  the  death  of  the  grantor,  and  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  to  pay  2002.  as  he  should  by  note  appoint  The 
grantor  died  intestate,  and  without  making  any  such  ap- 
pointment, and  it  was  held  pro  tanto  a  resulting  trust  for 
the  heir. 

The  Vicb-Chancellor. — ^That  part  of  the  decision  was 
overruled  by  Lord  Thurlow  in  Hewitt  v.  Wright  (6) ;  he 
thought  the  decision  right,  that  the  conversion  into  m<»iey 
did  not  prevent  its  resulting  to  the  grantor,  but  wrong  in 
giving  it  to  the  heir.  **  He  could  not  help  thinking,  not- 
withstanding that  case,  that  the  trust  of  the  15002.  resulted'" 
in  Hewitt  v.  Wright  "  in  the  same  manner  that  it  vested 
in  Wright  the  grantor — as  personal  estate — and  so  was  dis- 
posed of  by  the  general  terms  of  the  devise  "  (c). 

Mr.  Evans. — ^But,  in  this  case,  the  trusts  for  conversion 
not  arising  until  after  the  death  of  the  grantor,  upon  the 
principle  of  Griffith  v.  Ricketts  {d),  it  is  precisely  as  if  the 
trusts  were  declared  by  his  will,  and  the  property  in 
question  results,  as  it  would  do  in  that  case,  to  the  heir 
at  law. 

[He  cited,  also,  Matson  v.  Swift  (e).] 


(a)  Prec.  Ch.  541. 
(6)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  90. 
(c)  Id. 


(rf)  7  Hare,  311,312. 
(e)  8  Beav.  368. 
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Mr.  WiUcocky  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Erekme,  appeared  for  the        i858. 
trustees,  and  Mr.  Wickens,  for  the  Crown. 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 

ArgumatL 


Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  :— 
It  appears  to  me  that  this  point  is  governed  by  authority.     j^dgmmL 

The  case  of  Griffith  v.  Ricketta  (a)  is  quite  in  accord- 
ance with  the  previous  authorities.  What  the  Yice-Chan- 
cellor  there  says,  is  this :  ''  A  deed  differs  from  a  will  in 
this  material  respect  The  will  speaks  from  the  death,  the 
deed  from  delivery.  K,  then,  the  author  of  the  deed  im- 
presses upon  his  real  estate  the  character  of  personalty, 
ihat>  as  between  his  real  and  personal  representatives, 
makes  it  personal  and  not  real  estate  from  the  delivery  of 
t&«  deedy  and,  consequently,  at  the  time  of  his  death.  The 
deed  thus  altering  the  actual  character  of  the  property,  is, 
so  to  speak,  equivalent  to  a  gift  of  the  expectancy  of  the 
heir  at  law  to  the  personal  estate  of  the  author  of  the  deed. 
The  principle  is  the  same  in  the  case  of  a  deed  as  in  the 
case  of  a  will ;  but  the  application  is  different,  by  reason 
that  the  deed  converts  the  property  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
author  of  the  deed,  whereas,  in  the  case  of  a  will,  the  con- 
Teision  does  not  take  place  until  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor "  (6).  It  is  not  a  question  of  actual  physical  conversion 
of  the  property  from  real  estate  into  personal  property,  but, 
whatever  be  the  time  at  which  that  conversion  is  directed 
to  take  place,  whether  in  the  grantor's  lifetime,  or  after  his 
death,  the  grantor,  by  executing  a  deed  of  this  description, 
says,  in  effect :  "  From  the  time  I  put  my  hand  to  this 
deed,  I  limit  so  much  of  this  property  to  myself  as  perso- 
nal property," 

(a)  7  Hare,  299.  (b)  Id.  31 1,  312. 


Judgment. 


264  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

That  is  the  actual  deckioii  in  the  case  of  Hewitt  v. 
Wright  (a).  There  real  estate  was  limited  to  the  use  of 
the  settlor  for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees,  in  trust  to 
sell  and  pay  debts  and  a  sum  of  21002.,  and,  after  payment 
of  their  expenses,  to  pay  and  apply  the  residue  as  follows : 
to  raise  15002.  and  pay  the  interest  to  Dorothy  Wright,  ike 
daughter  of  the  settlor,  till  she  married,  and  to  pay  the  prin- 
cipal to  Dorothy  within  twelve  months  after  her  marriage; 
and  there  was  a  power  of  revocation.  The  settlor  died  with- 
out having  exercised  that  power.  Then  Dorothy  died  with- 
out ever  having  been  married,  and  the  trust  as  to  the  prin- 
cipal sum  of  15002.  never  having  taken  effect,  the  question 
was,  whether  that  sum  was  personal  estate  in  the  grantor 
and  passed  by  his  will  ?  The  Lord  Chancellor  held  that  it 
did.  "  If,"'  he  said,  "  it  goes  in  the  case  of  a  will  to  the  heir, 
in  the  case  of  a  deed  it  must  result  to  the  grantor;  and 
though,  in  the  case  of  the  will,  it  cannot  go  to  the  executor 
as  money,  not  having  been  converted,  but  must  descend  to 
the  heir ;  yet  he  should  think  that  it  was  personal  estate 
of  the  heir,  and,  if  he  were  dead,  would  go  to  his  executor" 
(that  has  since  been  decided  to  be  the  case);  ''and  if  so, 
where  it  resulted  to  the  grantor,  it  would  be  personalty  in 
his  hands,  and  would  pass  as  such''  (b). 

That,  therefore,  is  an  express  decision,  that,  notwithstand- 
ing the  trust  for  conversion  of  real  estate  into  personal  is 
not  to  arise  until  after  the  death  of  the  settlor,  the  property 
is  impressed  with  the  character  of  personalty  immediately 
upon  the  execution  of  the  deed*  and  so  much  as  is  undis- 
posed of  results  to  the  grantor  as  personalty. 

The  doctrine  of  the  converse  case  of  personalty  directed 
by  deed  or  will  to  be  converted  into  land,  is  fully  discussed 
by  Lord  Eldon  in  WhetdaU  v.  Partridge(c),  where,  upon 
the  special  terms  of  the  instrument,  it  was  held  not  to  be 

(a)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  86.  (b)  Id.  90.  (c)  8  Vcs.  227. 
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one  which  upon  its  execution  clothed  the  property  with         1858. 

real  uses ;  but  Lord  Eldon  said,  that^  but  for  those  special 

proTisionfi,  and  if  there  had  been  nothing  more  in  the  deed, 

*  the  property  would,  iTn/mediately  upon  the  execution  of 

the  deed,  have  been  impressed  with  real    qualities  and       ***'9^'^ 

clothed  with  real  uses,  and  the  money  would  have  been 

land "  (a) ;   clearly  recognising  the  rule,  that  conversion 

takes  effect  from  the  moment  of  the  execution  of  the  deed ; 

and  the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  the  character  in  which 

the  property  is  taken  by  them,  are  to  be  determined 

according  to  that  conversion. 

The  principle  of  these  authorities  is  therefore  clearly 
settled ;  and  where,  as  here,  real  estate  is  settled  by  deed 
upon  trust  to  sell  for  certain  specified  purposes,  and  one  of 
those  purposes  faik,  there,  whether  the  trust  for  sale  is  to 
arise  in  the  lifetime  of  the  settlor  or  not  until  after  his 
decease,  the  property  to  that  extent  results  to  the  settlor 
as  personalty  from  the  moment  the  deed  is  executed 

The  only  exception  is,  where  the  whole  of  the  purposes 
for  which  conversion  is  directed  fail  from  the  moment  of 
the  delivery  of  the  deed.  In  Ripley  v.  Waterworth  (b), 
Lord  Mdon  admits,  that,  where  conversion  is  directed  for 
a  particular  and  special  purpose,  or  out  and  out,  but  the 
produce  to  be  applied  to  a  particular  purpose,  and  the  pur- 
pose fails,  the  intention  fails,  and  this  Court  regards  the 
grantor  as  not  having  directed  the  conversion.  So  here,  if  at 
the  moment  when  the  grantor  put  his  hand  to  this  deed,  the 
purpose  for  which  conversion  was  directed  had  failed, — for 
instance,  if  he  had  given  all  the  proceeds  instead  of  a  part 
to  charitable  purposes,  so  that  the  property  would  have 
heen  at  home  in  his  lifetime,  the  Court  would  have  re- 
garded it  as  if  no  conversion  had  been  directed,  and  the 
property  would  have  resulted  to  the  grantor  as  real  estate. 

(a)  8  Ves.  236.  (ft)  7  Ves.  435. 
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Jvdgm/enL 


And  SO  in  Hewitt  v.  Wright,  if  the  only  purpose  of  con- 
version had  been  the  gift  to  Dorothy  on  her  marriage,  ajid 
she  had  been  already  dead  at  the  date  of  the  deed  without 
having  been  married,  there  again  the  Court  would  have 
regarded  the  grantor  as  not  having  directed  a  conversioiL 


But  here  that  consideration  does  not  arise.  Here  some 
of  the  purposes  for  which  conversion  was  directed  had  not 
failed  when  the  deed  was  executed. 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  property  in  question 
resulted  to  the  grantor  as  personalty. 


MimiU  qf 
Order, 


Dsci^ARs,  that,  by  the  indenture  of  1852,  the  Cfarendon^square 
estate,  therein  comprised,  was  bound  by  a  trust  for  sale ;  and  that  the 
proceeds,  so  &r  as  they  were  directed  to  be  applied  to  charitable  pur- 
poses, resulted  to  John  Clarke,  the  settlor,  as  personal  estate,  and  are 
applicable  and  distributable  in  like  manner  as  the  other  personal 
estate  undisposed  of  by  his  will. 


AjnH2^rd, 

W^t — Dower 
— Uh»  to  bar 

4,  c,  105. 


In  the  same  CAUSE. 

A.  FURTHER  question  arose  at  the  same  hearing,  whe- 
ther John  Clarke's  widow  was  entitled  to  dower  out  of 
another  estate  at  Crick,  which  descended  at  his  death  to 
his  heir  at  law. 


Dower  of  a 
woman  whose 
marriage  was 
gince  1  Jan. 
1834;— JBTeM, 
following  Fry 
V.  Noble  (20 
Beay.598; 
5.C.,  on  ap- 
peal, 2  Jor.  N.  S.  128),  not  excluded  by  the  ordinary  limitations  to  uses  to  bar  dower  in  a 
conveyance  before  the  Act. 


It  appeared  that  the  estate  in  question  was  purchased  by 
the  deceased  in  1830,  who  in  that  year  took  a  conveyance 
of  the  property  in  the  ordinary  form  to  uses  to  bar  dower. 
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His  marriage  was  not  solemnised  until  after  the  1st  of 
Januaiy,  1834. 

}b.  RoU,  Q.C.,  and  Mr., Lewin^  for  the  Plaintiff,  the 
widow,  contended,  that,  by  the  2nd  section  of  the  recent 
Dower  Act(a),  the  common  uses  to  bar  dower  contained  in 
a  deed  executed  before  the  Act  were  in  effect  rendered  in- 
operative to  bar  the  right  of  a  widow  married  since  the  1st 
of  January,  1834.  It  was  enough  if  the  husband  died 
Wefidally  entitled,  provided  his  interest,  whether  wholly 
eqiutable  or  partly  legal  and  partly  equitable,  were  equal  to 
an  estate  of  inheritance  in  possession,  not  being  in  joint 
tenancy :  Fry  v.  Noble  (b). 

Mr.  Evans,  in  the  absence  of  the  SoUcvtor-Oeneraly  for 
the  heir  at  law. — The  Act  provides  by  the  6th  section  that 
"  a  widow  shall  not  be  entitled  to  dower  out  of  any  land  of 
her  husband,  when  in  the  deed  by  which  such  land  was 
conveyed  to  him  it  shall  be  declared  that  his  widow  shall 
not  be  entitled  to  dower  out  of  such  land"  And  here  the 
whole  scope  of  the  conveyance  was  to  prevent  the  widow 
from  being  so  entitled 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C. — ^The  conveyance  in  Fry  v.  Noble  was  at 
least  as  strong  in  that  respect ;  but  the  Master  of  the 
Bolls  held,  that,  even  if  the  6th  section  of  the  Act  taken 
alone  would  have  had  a  retrospective  operation,  the  14th 
section,  providing  that  the  Act  "  shall  not  give  to  any 
'lead  executed  before  the  1st  of  January,  1834,  the  effect 
of  defeating  or  prejudicing  any  right  to  dower,'"  prevented 
that  result 
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^l^^flMMfM* 


Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

^  case  appears  to  be  exactly  the  same  as  that  of  Fry     Judgment, 

(a)  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  105. 
(i)  20  Beav.  598 ;  S,  C,  on  appeal,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  128. 
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1858.  y.  Noble,  The  uses  are  the  common  uses  to  bar  dower. 
The  point  therefore  is  decided,  and  the  widow  is  entitled  to 
dower. 


MimUeof  Dbclabs,  that  the  heir  is  entitled  to  the  Crick  estate  now  in 

\^^         question,  snhject  to  the  widow's  right  to  dower. 

Costs  of  administration  suit  out  of  testator^s  personal  estate :  rest 
of  costs  out  of  realty  going  to  the  heir,  pure  personalty,  and  per- 
sonalty savouring  of  realty,  according  to  their  values;  and  let  values 
be  put  upon  them. 


April  i9th.    In    the    matter  of   EYRE'S   SETTLED  ESTATES, 

AND   OF   THE 

ACT  TO  FACILITATE  LEASES  AND  SALES  OF 
SETTLED  ESTATES,  19  &  20  VICT.  c.  120. 

Practice-Set-    jfiN  order  had  been  made  upon  Petition  in  this  cause 

tied  Ettatee 

^ct— -19^20  under  the  Act  to  facilitate  Leases  and  Sales  of  Settled 
.^ieunder^  Estates  (a),  for  the  sale  of  certain  lands  to  raise  118,000?., 
^Sd  L^   with  a  direction  that  the  conveyance  should  be  settled  by 

Judge-^  Con-     the  Judge. 

veyancing  

Counsel  of  the 
Court. 

Mr.  0,  L,  Russell  now  moved  that  the  order  might  be 

Where  land  is  varied  by  inserting,  in  the  direction  that  the  conveyance 
to  an  order  of  should  be  Settled  by  the  Judge,  the  words  "  in  case  the 
der  Sr^tttrf  parties  differ  about  the  same." 

Estates  Act, 
19  &  20  Vict. 

c  120,  the  con-       The  sale  would  be  in  upwards  of  three  hundred  lots,  and 

veyance  must  .  i  j  i_     •  j  •/• 

be  settled  by  sonous  expense  would  be  mcurred  if  every  conveyance  were 
wheS^he  settled  by  the  Conveyancing  Counsel  of  the  Court.  In  Re 
parties  differ      Procter's  Settled  Estates  (&),  the  instrument  to  be  settled 

or  not. 

Bat  where  land  is  to  be  sold  in  lots,  and  one  conveyance  has  been  settled  by  the  Con- 
veyancing Counsel  of  the  Court,  it  may  be  adopted  by  the  Chief  Clerk  for  all  the  rest,  in  which 
no  special  circumstances  exist  to  render  such  a  course  improper. 

(a)  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  120.        (h)  26  Law  Joum.,  N.  S.,  Ch.,  464. 
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was  a  lease— -an  instrument  requiring  almost  as  much  care  1858. 
as  a  settlement  Here  it  was  a  conveyance  of  the  fee  sim- 
ple, the  form  of  which  admitted  of  no  variety,  and  was 
perfectly  well  known.  Besides,  the  clauses  in  the  Act  in 
reference  to  leases  differed  from  those  relative  to  convey- 
anoes  upon  a  sale  of  the  fee. 

In  some  of  the  orders  under  the  Trustee  Act,  the  con- 
veyances were  not  required  to  be  settled  by  the  Judge. 

In  the  present  case,  no  infants  were  interested,  and  even 
if  in&nts  should  be  bom,  they  were  sufficiently  represented 
for  this  purpose  by  the  tenant  for  life  and  remainderman, 
both  of  whom  would  execute  the  conveyances. 


Vice-chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

The  general  rule  of  the  Court  is,  that,  wherever  infants  Judgment, 
are  or  may  be  interested  in  an  estate  which  is  ordered  to 
be  sold,  the  conveyance  must  be  settled  by  the  Conveyan- 
cing Counsel  of  the  Court  That  rule  is  still  more  binding 
in  a  case,  like  the  present^  of  a  sale  under  the  Settled 
Estates  Act,  and  where  a  sale  was  not  contemplated  by  the 
person  by  whom  the  estate  was  settled.  In  such  a  case,  it 
is  more  particularly  incumbent  on  the  Court  to  give  every 
protection  to  the  transaction. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  words  proposed  can- 
not with  propriety  be  inserted  in  the  order.  Butdt  does 
not  necessarily  follow,  that,  in  the  event  of  the  land  being 
sold  in  lots  as  proposed,  every  one  of  the  many  conveyances 
Jonst  be  settled  by  the  counsel  of  the  Court.  When  one 
bas  been  so  settled,  it  may  be  adopted  by  the  Chief  Clerk 
for  all  others  in  which  no  special  circumstances  occur  to 
render  such  a  course  improper. 
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29th, 

Praetiee — It" 
tue — Dece€U6 
ofPloMiHf 
hrfore  Trial  — 
Effect  of  ^  en 
Verdict  a»d 
Evidence, 

The  circum- 
stance that  the 
Plamtiffm  an 
issne  was  dead 
when  the  issne 
was  tried 
heing  un- 
known at  the 
trial,  heU^  not 
to  aiSford 
ground  for  a 
new  trial. 


BIRD  u  KERR 

X  HIS  suit  was  instituted  for  the  administration  of  the 
estate  of  an  intestate,  and  a  decree  was  made  directing  the 
usual  inquiry  as  to  next  of  kin. 

Upon  the  prosecution  of  this  inquiry  in  chambers,  a  claim 
was  brought  in  on  behalf  of  one  Berwick  M'Daugle,  then 
residing  in  America,  who,  by  his  solicitor,  claimed  to  be  one 
of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  intestate ;  and  an  issue  was  directed 
to  try  the  validity  of  his  claim. 

This  issue  was  tried,  and  a  verdict  found  for  Derwick 
M*D<mgle,  the  Plaintiff  in  the  issue. 

Subsequently,  a  new  trial  was  directed  upon  the  applica- 
tion of  the  Defendants  at  law,  the  issue  directed  being  sub- 
stantially the  same  as  upon  the  former  trial.  This  trial  took 
place  on  the  28th,  29th,  and  30th  of  July;  and  upon  this 
occasion  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  Defendanta 


In  the  meantime,  and  about  six  weeks  previously  to  the 
second  trial,  Derwick  M*Dougle,  the  Plaintiff  in  the  issue, 
died  in  America  ;  but  his  death  was  not  heard  of  in  Eng- 
land until  the  11th  of  August  following. 


Argument.  Mr.  Danid,  Q.  C,  with  whom  were  Mr.  Momnieiy,  Q.  C, 
and  Mr.  Renshaw,  for  the  personal  representatives  of  Der- 
wick M'Dougle,  now  moved  that  the  same  issue  might  be 
tried  again,  or  that  a  new  trial  might  be  directed : — First, 
upon  the  ground,  that,  Derwick  M'Dougle  being  dead,  there 
was,  in  fact,  no  Plaintiff  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the 
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trial    The  witnesses,  therefore,  could  not  be  indicted  for         1858. 
perjuiy,  and  their  testimony  was  deprived  of  its  value.  BiaDpTKERB. 
Secondly,  upon  the  merits.  Arawnau. 

The  Yice-Chancellob  having  intimated  his  opinion 
that  the  first  ground  was  insufficient — 

Mr.  £aU,  Q.  C,  Mr.  Ath&rton,  Q.  G,  and  Mr.  C.  Barb&r, 
for  the  Plaintiff  in  equity,  resisted  this  motion  upon  the 

merits. 

Mr.  Toiler,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hetheringtan,  appeared  for 
Defendants  in  the  same  interest  with  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  G,  replied. 

Judgment  reserved 


Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood:— 

April  29th. 

The  issue  that  is  now  asked  is  precisely  the  same  as  was     Judgment, 
tried  upon  the  two  former  occasiona 

It  appears,  that>  a  month  or  two  before  the  trial,  the 
Plaintiff  in  the  issue  died.  But  it  is  perfectly  clear,  that 
no  one  in  this  country  was  aware  of  the  circumstance  at 
ttie  tiitte  of  the  trial  The  trial  proceeded  as  if  the  Plain- 
tiff had  been  living ;  and  it  cannot  be  suggested  that  any 
^™renoe  occurred  in  consequence  of  his  death.  He  had 
entrusted  the  whole  conduct  of  the  matter  to  his  solicitor, 
^d  took  no  part  in  it  personally. 

It  was  aigued,  that^  as  there  was  no  such  Plaintiff  in 
^tence  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  none  of  the  witnesses  could 
now  be  indicted  for  perjury ;  but  every  witness  at  the  trial 

VOL  IV.  T 
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1858.  believed,  when  he  gave  his  testimony,  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
BirdT^KjTrb.  *^i^®'  ^^^  ^^  *rial  was  perfectly  regular,  and  that  in  the 
evidence  which  he  gave  he  would  be  liable  to  indictment  if 
his  testimony  were  untrue.  In  that  belief,  and  under  that 
sanction,  every  witness  gave  his  evidence ;  and  the  mere  cir- 
cumstance of  its  having  been  since  discovered  that  they 
were  under  a  mistake  in  this  respect^  and  that  they  were 
not,  in  fact,  liable  to  indictment,  ought  not  to  diminish  the 
weight  which  their  testimony  should  now  have  in  informing 
the  conscience  of  the  Court 

The  issue  in  this  case  is  not  like  an  issue  to  try  the 
validity  of  a  will  of  real  estate, — a  question  upon  which  this 
Court  has  always  disclaimed  original  jurisdiction,  and  which 
must  be  determined,  if  at  all,  by  a  jury.  Here  the  trial  was, 
in  the  first  instance,  entirely  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court 
to  direct  or  not,  as  it  thought  fit;  and  the  only  object  for 
which  it  was  directed  was  to  inform  the  conscience  of  the 
Court 

I  should  have  thought  it  a  most  unfortunate  circumstance 
had  I  been  compelled  to  come  to  a  contrary  conclusion,  be- 
cause, however  it  may  be  in  thjp  case,  in  other  cases  it 
might  be  a  most  grievous  biurthen  to  have  to  try  a  question 
like  this  a  second  time.  » 

[His  Honour  then  examined  the  evidence,  which  satisfied 
the  Court  that  the  verdict  on  the  second  trial  was  correct] 


Jkfmute.  MoTioM  refused,  without  costs. 
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1858. 

Ik  the  Matteb  of  the  JOINT  STOCK  COMPANIES   y.  c  Wood 
WINDING-UP  ACTS,  1848  &  1849,  ifai^^jth 

AND  OF  Lords  Jus- 

THE  LONDON  AND  EASTERN  BANKING  m^^a. 

CORPORATION.  LokdChan- 

CKLLOB, 


HE  London  and  Eastern  Banking  Corporation  was  a       29(i(a). 


T 

company  incorporated  under  the  Act  7  &  8  Vict  c.  113.  ^^^  ^^ 

Con^KuUea 
WintUng^fip 

On  the  nth  of  March,  1857,  the  company  suspended  Kw^c.  iii,— 
their  banking  operations,  and  from  that  time  ceased  to  c^4|L2o  J21 
carry  on  business,  except  for  the  purpose  of  liquidation.  v^  c.  78— 

Bankrttptcjf—- 
Injmction— 

By  an  order  dated  the  26th  of  November,  1857,  the    ^^^J^ 
company  was  absolutely  dissolved  from  that  day,  and  was  .  .   ""t* 
ordered  to  be  wound  up  under  "  The  Joint  Stock  Companies  nBtrain  pro- 
Winding-up  Acts,  1848  and  1849."  fflp^ 

of  making  a 
company  bank- 
On  the  21st  of  December  following  an  official  manager  "*p*  reftuod, 

,,..,.  ,  ,        ,  r^       notwithstand- 

was  appomted  for  wmding  up  the  company  under  those  Acts,  ing  an  order 

had  been  made 
for  winding  up 

On  the  18th  of  January,  1858,  a  creditors'  representa-  ^^^^^ 
tive  was  appointed  in  the  matter  of  the  said  winding-up,  in  manager  and 
pursuance  of  advertisements  for  that  purpose  previously  preBentatiye 
issued  by  direction  of  the  Court,  in  conformity  v^ith  the  ^^^^ 

Act  20  &  21  Vici  C.  78.  **^«  commence- 

ment of  snch 
proceedings, — 

On  the  same  day  a  writ  was  issued  by  Sir  Charles  repreaenta^e 
forbes  and  others  against  the  company  upon  a  bill  of  ^JJ^^ 
exchange  for  lOOOi.,  dated  15th  April,  1867.  consent  to  their 

prosecution. 
«^-  Right  of  a 

P^tor  to  attend  and  supervise  proceedings  in  chambers  under  the  Winding-up  Acts  in  any  way 
ue  D&y  consider  desirable  for  securing  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  company. 

^nifer  course  to  be  taken  by  creditors*  representative  for  this  purpose. 

Interpretation  of  The  Joint  Stock  Companies  Winding-up  Amendment  Act,  1857  (20  &  21 
Victc.78). 

(a)  Infra,  p.  291,  q.  v. 

t2 
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1858.  A  copy  of  the  writ  was  served  on  the  manager.    An 

In  RE  London  order  was  made;  and  on  the  20th  of  March,  the  manager 
%ANWNo^  was  served  with  a  demand  of  payment  of  the  judgment 
CoKPORA-     debt  and  costa 


Statement 


It  was  admitted  that  the  object  of  these  proceedings  was 
to  make  the  company  bankrupta 

It  appeared  that  the  o£5cial  manager  was  proceeding 
as  speedily  as  possible  with  the  realisation  of  the  estate. 


Argument.  Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  Mr.  Hethevvngton,  and  Mr.  Boocburgh, 
for  the  official  manager,  now  moved  that  the  Plainti£&  at 
law  might  be  restrained  from  taking  any  proceedings  in 
their  action  on  their  judgment,  or  on  their  demand,  for 
the  purpose  of  making  the  company  bankrupt 

They  distinguished  the  case  from  that  of  AitchUon  v. 
Lee,  Re  The  Royal  British  Bank  (a),  on  the  ground  that 
here  the  official  manager  was  appointed,  and  had  the  en- 
tire estate  vested  in  him,  before  proceedings  at  law  were 
commenced  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  company  bank- 
rupt 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  RodweU,  for  the  creditors' 
representative,  stated,  in  answer  to  a  question  put  to  him 
by  the  Court,  that  he  had  no  intention  of  entering  into  any 
agreement  under  the  3rd  section  of ''  The  Joint  Stock  Com- 
panies Winding-up  Amendment  Act,  1857  "(&)>  being  desirous 
that  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  should  take  their  course. 

Mr.  AmphleU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  E.  M'Naghtm,  for  Sir 
Charles  Forbes  j^  Co.,  the  Plaintiflfs  at  law. 

(a)  3  Drew.   637  ;  S,  C,  26  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Bank.,  6. 
(ft)  20  &  21  Vict,  c.  78. 
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In  re  Lokdon 

The  aiguments  on  both  sides,  as  also  the  clauses  of  the    ^  eastern 
Acts  of  Parliament  on  which  they  turned,  will  appear  from 
the  judgment 

Argument. 

Hie  following  cases  were  cited  :   AUwood  v.  Banks  (a), 
Pmndl  V.  Roy(b),  and  Ex  parte  Fletcher  (c). 


Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

I  cannot  but  feel  considerable  difficulty  in  construing  an 
Act  which  has  not  clearly  enunciated  the  several  proposi- 
tions which  must  evidently  have  been  before  the  Legis- 
lature, and  to  which  the  attention  of  the  Legislature  must 
have  been  called,  at  the  time  when  they  were  about  to 
legislate.  I  cannot  say  that  I  have  a  precise  or  definite 
idea  of  the  exact  extent  to  which  the  Legislatiure  meant 
the  enactment  to  operate.  But,  on  looking  to  the  whole 
of  the  present  case,  I  have  no  doubt,  that,  on  this  appli- 
cation for  an  injunction  to  restrain  an  alleged  legal  rights 
if  there  be  any  question  at  all  whether  such  a  right  exists 
or  can  be  exercised,  I  ought  not  to  interfere.  .  I  feel  that 
I  might  occasion  more  inconvenience  by  such  interference 
than  could  ensue  from  my  refusing  to  interfere ;  and  more 
especially  in  this  case  ought  I  to  abstain  from  such  inter- 
ference, because,  from  the  present  construction  of  our  courts, 
the  Superior  Court  which  controls  my  decision  has  also  the 
power,  which  I  have  not,  of  expressing  an  opinion  with 
reference  to  the  law  in  bankruptcy,  and  has,  therefore, 
more  complete  jurisdiction  over  the  whole  matter.  By 
attempting  to  shut  out,  even  for  a  time,  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commissioners  in  Bankruptcy,  I  should,  as  it  seems  to 

(a)  2  Beav.  192.     (b)  3  D.  M.  G.  126.     (c)  2  Deac.  &  Ch.  90. 


Judgment. 
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1858.        me,  be  doing  injustice  to  those  who  wish  to  ascertain  their 
Ii."^Il^»  rights  before  that  tribunal 

&  Eastern 

The  present  state  of  our  legislation  with  reference  to  wind- 
ing-up joint  stock  companies  is  anything  but  satisfactory. 


Bankino 
Corpora- 
tick. 

JvdgmaU. 


The  Act  of  the  7th  &  8th  of  the  Queen  (a),  which 
enabled  persons  desirous  of  bringing  the  Bankrupt  Laws 
into  operation  against  joint  stock  companies  to  take  that 
course  of  proceeding,  was  an  Act  entirely  for  the  benefit  of 
the  creditors  of  the  companies.     It  wgus  found  that  it  could 
not  have  the  operation  of  settling  the  various  equities  exist- 
ing between  the  several  shareholders  inter  se,  and  great 
injustice  was  continually  perpetrated  with  reference  to  indi- 
vidual shareholders,  who  were  made  victims  of  proceedings 
in  bankruptcy  or  elsewhere,  instituted  by  the  creditors,  with- 
out having  any  power  of  compelling  contribution  from  the 
several  other  shareholders  in  the  company.    The  machinery 
of  this  Court  was  not  found  adequate  to  meet  injustice  of 
that  description,  and  therefore  it  was  that  the  Winding-up 
Act  of  1848  was  passed— the  Act  11  &  12  Vict  a  45. 

That  Act  unquestionably  was  one  intended  wholly  for  the 
benefit  of  shareholders,  and  for  the  arrangement  of  their 
affairs  inter  se.  The  payment  of  creditors  was  merely  in- 
cidental to  the  administration  of  the  equities  amongst  the 
shareholders.  Creditors  had  no  power  or  authority  what- 
soever given  them  by  its  provisions ;  they  could  not  initiate 
proceedings  except  in  an  imperfect  manner.  By  the  38th, 
and  some  other  sections,  they  were  entitled  to  submit  pro- 
posals at  their  own  expense,  and,  at  their  own  expense,  to 
appoint  a  solicitor  to  watch  the  proceedings  in  the  matter 
of  the  dissolved  company;  and  thus  a  species  of  control,  but 
of  a  very  imperfect  and  inadequate  character,  was  given  to 
them.     The  o8th  section,  it  is  true,  expressly  enacts»— 

(a)  7&  a  Vict.  c.  Ill, 
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what^  as  it  appears  to  me,  is  the  leading  feature  of  the  1858. 
Act— the  due,  as  it  were,  to  its  construction — ^that  nothing  ih^Jl^JJI^ji 
in  the  Act  contained  shall  diminish,  prejudice,  or  in  any- 
wise alter  or  affect  the  rights  or  remedies  of  creditoi8> 
except  as  is  thereby  expressly  provided.  But  the  Act  was 
an  Act  for  the  benefit  of  the  shareholders  inter  se  for  the 
arrangement  of  their  common  affiurs,  and  not  in  any  way 
for  the  benefit  of  creditora  On  the  contrary,  by  the 
73rd  section  limitations  are  put  upon  the  rights  of  cre- 
ditors, that  section  providing  that  no  action  or  suit  shall 
be  instituted  by  any  creditor  (except  so  far  as  the  Master 
shall  permit)  until  after  proof,  or  making  such  proof  as  he 
may  be  able,  of  his  debt  before  the  Master.  It  being  for 
the  advantage  of  all  the  contributories,  and  justice  re- 
quiring, as  regards  the  company,  that  all  the  liabilities  of 
the  company  should  be  ascertained,  the  legislature  says, 
by  that  section,  that  the  most  expedient  way  of  ascertaining 
the  fall  extent  of  the  liabilities  will  be,  to  require  every 
creditor  to  come  in  and  state  his  claim  before  he  shall  be 
allowed  to  enforce  it,  that^  the  amount  of  assets  and  debts 
being  ascertained,  the  Ck>urt  may  be  in  a  position  to  do 
justice  to  the  contributories.  To  that  extent,  therefore,  a 
limitation  was  imposed  upon  the  rights  of  a  creditor,  but  the 
limitation  went  no  further.  His  hand  was  arrested  for  a 
time  from  instituting  or  proceeding  with  any  action  against 
the  company ;  but,  from  the  moment  he  came  in  and  proved 
or  tendered  such  proof  as  he  was  able  of  his  demand,  there- 
by informing  the  contributories  of  the  extent  of  the  liability 
banging  over  them,  and  for  which  they  ought  to  make 
provision,  from  that  moment  his  duty  was  discharged,  and 
be  was  immediately  allowed  to  bring  any  action  he  might 
think  fit 


In  that  state  of  the  law  the  question  came  to  be  con- 
sidered between  the  Roycd  British  Bank  and  their  creditors. 
The  obvious  defect  of  the  two  modes  of  operation  was  this, 
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1858.        the  creditors  had  for  their  assistance^  and  for  administeriDg 

inbbLoiidom  their  equities  inter  se,  the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  the  Com- 
&  Eastern 

Banking 

Corpora- 
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missioners  in  Bankruptcy — a  jurisdiction  ii?hich  did  not 
assist  the  contributories.  The  contributories,  on  the  other 
hand,  in  administering  their  equities  inter  se,  had  an  Act 
for  that  purpose,  which  provided  incidentally,  but  only  inci- 
dentally, for  the  payment  of  creditora  The  defect — and  it 
was  one  which  I  should  have  expected  the  Legislature 
would  have  supplied  ere  this,  but  the  last  enactment  does 
not  appear  to  me  to  have  supplied  it — ^was  the  want  of 
some  provision  for  bringing  those  two  distinct  operations 
into  one  uniform  course  of  jurisdiction,  which  should  at 
once  adjust  all  the  claims  between  contributories  inter  se, 
and  satisfy  all  debts  due  from  the  company  to  the  various 
creditors  of  the  concern. 


The  inconvenience  in  the  Royal  British  Bank  case  (a), 
was  this : — ^Before  an  official  manager  was  appointed,  there 
occurred  an  adjudication  in  bankruptcy,  which  adjudication, 
having  reference  back  to  the  period  when  the  notice  of  the 
trader's  debtor's  summons  had  been  served,  overreached  the 
effect  of  the  appointment  of  the  official  manager^  and  also 
the  order  for  winding-upi     It  certainly  overreached  the 
appointment  of  the  official  manager,  and  the  consequence 
was  an  immediate  conflict  between  the  two  jurisdictksis ; 
and  the  Court  there  came  to  the  conclusion,  after  a  very 
dear  and  lucid  exposition  of  the  Act  by  Lord  Justice  Tur- 
rier,  that,  the  Act  for  winding-up  being  in  effect  for  the 
benefit  oidy  of  the  debtor,  and  not  for  the  benefit  of  the 
creditor,  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  should  take  pre- 
cedence, whatever  might  be  the  consequence ;  and,  inas- 
much as  in  that  case  the  estate  was  not  vested  in  the 
official  manager,  the  right  of  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy 
prevailed  against  him  ;  and  the  assets  were  transferred  to 
the  assignees  in  bankruptcy.     There,  as  was  observed,  no 

(rt)  3  Drew.  637  ;  S.  C,  26  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Bank.,  6. 
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very greatmischief  ensued  beyond  tliat  which  must  always  i858. 

attach  to  litigation  in  two  distinct  Courts  operating  upon  the  j^^  ^7Lo!n>oif 

same  fund    The  fund  was  first  distributable  among  the  *  Kastern 

T        •     1                   /.I       1                      11                  .1  Banking 

creditors  in  the  court  of  bankruptcy,  and  what  remained  was  Cobpoba 

left  to  be  administered  amongst  the  contributories  inter  se. 


The  case  before  me  goes  a  step  further. 

I  will  first  consider  how  the  case  would  stand  if  it  had 
occurred  before  the  Act  of  last  session,  the  20th  &  21st 
Tick  CL  7&  The  fund  being  in  the  hands  of  the  official 
manager,  I  think  it  open  to  very  grave  doubt  (although  I 
can  foresee  an  argument  that  might  be  used  on  the  other 
hand,)  whether  any  of  these  assets  could  ever  be  divested 
from  the  official  manager  in  the  event  of  a  bankruptcy 
taking  place.  And,  if  that  be  so,  then  you  have  not  the 
advantage  which  existed  in  the  Britiak  Bank  case  of  ad- 
ministration amongst  the  creditors  in  the  court  of  bank- 
ruptcy—in "their  own  forum,"  as  it  was  called  by  Lord 
Justice  Turner,  a  forum  to  which  they  have  a  right  to  look 
for  a  decision.  You  have  not,  as  there  you  had,  an  ad- 
nunistration  of  the  whole  of  the  property  amongst  the 
creditors,  the  contributories  being  left  to  be  dealt  with  after 
that  operation  is  performed.  But  you  have  this  singular 
anomaly :  If  the  bankruptcy  is  to  take  place,  there  will  be 
no  fund  on  which  you  can  operate,  inasmuch  as,  every  por- 
tion of  the  property  being  vested  in  the  official  manager,  the 
(iistribution  must  be  through  the  medium  of  the  winding- 
up  order,  and  that  alone ;  and  the  only  benefit  that  can 
aocme  under  the  bankruptcy  is  such  as  was  suggested 
in  ai^gument^  namely,  the  possibility,  in  cases  of  fraudu- 
lent prderence  and  the  like,  that  creditors  would  have 
the  right  to  insist  on  exercising  the  powers  given  them  by 
the  jurisdiction  in  bankruptcy  of  summoning  the  direc- 
tors to  make  out  a  balance  sheet;  and  even  that  is  subject 
to  this  peculiar  anomaly,  that,  when  you  summon  them  to 
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1858.       produce  all  their  books  and  vouchers,  neither  the  one  nor 
In  rbLondon  ^^  Other  can  they  do  without  the  permission  of  this  Court, 
^^^'^^^    because  their  books  and  papers  are  in  the  possession  of  the 
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official  manager. 

Therefore,  it  was  argued,  and  I  must  say  with  great  force, 
that  it  does  seem  singular  that  the  Legislature  should  have 
wished,  after  the  appointment  of  the  official  manager  and 
after  the  property  had  become  vested  in  the  official  mana- 
ger, that  this  right  of  proceeding  in  bankruptcy  should  stUl 
be  exerdsed,  where  apparently  there  is  so  little  to  be  opera- 
ted upon  so  as  to  produce  any  benefit  to  the  creditors,  and 
where,  in  effect,  the  machinery  even  for  the  purpose  that 
was  suggested — namely,  that  of  searching  the  consciences 
of  directors  in  what  was  represented  as  a  more  effectual 
manner, — ^would  become  completely  inefficient,  unless  this 
Court  would  assist,  as  it  would  be  bound  to  assist  if  neces- 
sary for  the  purpose  of  justice,  by  allowing  the  production 
of  the  papers  and  documents  in  the  hands  of  the  official 
manager  upon  application  for  that  purpose. 

However,  it  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  say  more  than 
this,  that,  looking  to  the  decision  in  the  British  Sank  case, 
and  to  the  grounds  of  that  decision,  viz.  that,  by  the  Wind- 
ing-up Act  of  1848,  the  rights  of  creditors  were  not  to  be 
in  anjTwise  altered  or  affected,  except  as  by  that  Act  was 
expressly  provided ;  and  there  being  no  express  provision 
that  they  should  not  avail  themselves  of  the  Act  7  &  ^ 
Yict  c.  Ill,  enabling  them  to  obtain  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy 
against  the  company,  it  appears  to  me,  that,  if  this  case 
had  occurred  before  the  Act  20  &  21  Vict  c.  78,  it  would 
have  been  impossible  for  the  Court,  notwithstanding  the 
circumstance  of  the  property  having  become  vested  in  the 
official  manager  before  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  are  com- 
menced, to  come  to  any  other  conclusion  than  that  thoee 
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prooeedingB  must  be  allowed  to  be  had,  whatever  may  be        1858. 
the  result  InmLokdow 

&  Eastbrn 
Bamkhto 
Thus  teix  I  have  been  oonsidering  the  case  as  if  it  had     Corpoka- 

oocmred  before  the  passing  of  the  Act  of  last  session.     I        

have  now  to  consider  what  has  been  effected  by  the  provi-     •^•*»«»'- 

ffloos  of  that  Act 

The  Act  of  last  session  remedied  a  great  defect  in  our 
legislation ;  and  one  would  have  expected  that  the  Legislar 
tore,  having  gone  so  far,  would  have  proceeded  to  take  that 
further  step,  which  was  requisite  for  making  it  perfect^ 
and  doing  complete  justice  between  all  parties,  either  by 
giving  full  and  complete  jurisdiction  to  one  of  the  two  tri- 
bunals— the  Commissioners  in  Bankruptcy,  or  the  Ck>urt  of 
Chanceiy — ^to  the  exclusion  of  the  other;  or  else  by  leaving 
to  each  tribunal  concurrent  jurisdiction,  but  coupled  with 
a  dear  and  definite  enactment,  that,  when  once  either  of 
them  shall  have  assumed  jurisdiction  in  any  matter,  from 
that  moment  it  shall  not  be  competent  to  the  other  to  in- 
terfera  But  something  intermediate  has  been  done,  and, 
beyond  all  question,  no  clear  provision  to  that  effect  is  to 
be  found  in  the  Act 

On  the  contrary,  if  the  Act  be  read  in  the  only  way  in 
which  it  can  be  construed,  it  would  appear  that  the  Legis- 
lature has  purposely  left  the  opposite  course  still  open. 

In  the  1st  section  the  Legislature  says :  "  In  aU  oases 
in  which  cm  order  heretofore  has  been  or  hereafter 
^katl  be  made  for  the  dissolution  and  winding-up,  or  for 
the  winding-up,  of  any  company,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
Judge  or  Master  charged  with  the  winding-up  of  any  com- 
pany, at  the  instance  of  any  creditor  of  such  company  or 
otherwise,  in  all  cases  in  which  it  shall  appear  expedient 
and  for  the  benefit  of  the  parties  interested,  in  and  by  the 
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1858.        advertisement  for  proof  of  debts  required  by  the  72nd 

In  RB  London  section  of  '  'Che  Joint  Stock  Companies  Winding-up  Act 

&  Eastebn     1848/  or  by  subsequent  advertisements,  or  by  notice  trans- 

CoRPOKA-     mitted  to  each  of  the  creditors  by  post>  as  directed  by  the 

"^^'         said  two  before-mentioned  Acts,  firom  time  to  time  to  call 

Judgment,      ^ipon  the  Creditors  of  the  company  to  meet  before  such 

Judge  or  Master,  at  such  time  and  place  as  shsJl  be  fixed 

by  him,  for  the  purpose  of  appointing  one  or  more  person 

or  persons  other  than  the  official  manager,  to  represent 

all  the  creditors  of  the  said  company." 

It  was  urged  in  the  course  of  the  argument  in  support 
of  the  motion,  that  the  Legislature  must  have  intended 
this  section  to  apply  to  cases  where  the  property  had  not 
been  vested  in  the  official  manager. 

But  the  first  thing  which  strikes  one  in  that  section  is, 
that  it  applies  to  all  cases — ^to  cases  where  orders  shall 
have  been  theretofore  made,  as  well  as  to  cases  where 
orders  shall  be  thereafter  made,  which  must  necessa- 
rily include  a  vast  number  where  official  managers  have 
been  appointed  and  are  in  existence.  Besides,  it  clearly 
contemplates  the  possibility  of  there  being  an  official 
manager,  by  the  express  provision  that  the  person  to 
be  appointed  as  creditors^  representative  shall  be  some 
person  "  other  than  the  official  manager."  The  Legislature 
proposes  in  this  clause  to  provide  for  all  cases,  and  it  sajs, 
that  where  there  shall  be  an  official  manager  he  shall  not 
be  the  representative  of  the  creditor& 

The  section  then  proceeds  thus : — "  Provided  always,  that, 
in  case  such  company  heretofore  has  been  or  hereafter 
shall  be  adjudged  bankrupt^  the  assignees  of  the  estate  and 
effects  of  such  bankrupt  company  shall  be  deemed  and 
taken  to  be,  and  they  are  hereby  constituted,  (without  such 
advertisement  or  meeting  as  hereinbefore  mentioned),  repre- 
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s^tatives  of  the  creditors  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act"        i858. 
That  is  a  case  of  bankraptcy  with  assignees  appointed,  in^Loimoif 
before  the    Judsfe  issues  the   advertisement  calling  the    &  Eastern 
creditors  together.    Then  comes  this  clause  (a) — '^  Provided     Cospoka- 

also,  that  if  any  such  representative  or  representatives  of        

^e  creditors  shall  have  been  chosen  or  appointed  in  the  •^«*»»«»*» 
matter  of  the  winding-up  of  any  company  before  the  ap- 
pointment of  assignees  under  the  adjudication  of  bank* 
niptcy  against  the  same  company,  then,  upon  such  ap- 
pointm^t  of  assignees,  the  rights,  powers,  and  authorities 
of  such  representative  or  representatives  shall  cease  and 
determine,  and  the  same  rights,  powers,  and  authorities 
shall  thereupon  become  vested  in  and  may  lawfully  be 
had  and  exercised  by  such  assignees  as  aforesaid ;  and  such 
representative  or  representatives  shall  be  entitled  to  his  or 
thdr  reasonable  costs  in  the  matter  of  the  winding-up  of 
8Qch  company/' 

Now  this  clause,  substituting  as  it  does  assignees  under 
an  adjudication  in  bankruptcy  for  the  representatives  actu- 
ally appointed,  must  contemplate  a  state  of  things  in  which 
the  adjudication  in  bankruptcy  is  subsequent  to  the  order 
for  winding-up ;  for,  by  the  6th  section  of  the  Winding-up 
Act  of  1848,  it  is  provided,  that,  after  there  has  been  a 
bankruptcy,  no  petition  can  be  presented  for  winding-up 
any  company,  except  upon  the  application  of  the  assignees 
in  bankruptcy.  So  that  the  bankruptcy  here  pointed  out 
mofit  be  a  bankruptcy  which  has  taken  place  after  the 
winding-up  order  has  been  pronounced,  and  after  the  ap- 
pomtment  of  the  creditors'  representative. 

In  answer  to  this  argument  it  was  suggested,  that  the 
clause  in  question  may  apply  to  two  cases  where  no  official 
manager  has  been  effectually  appointed ; — ^that  it  may  apply 
to  the  case  of  a  mere  adjudication  in  bankruptcy,  which,  by 

(a)  Sect.  1  continued. 
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1858.  relation  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  antecedent  to  the  wind- 
In rbLowdon  u^g-^P  Order,  would,  in  eflFect,  supersede  the  ¥dnding-up  or- 
&  Eastkbk  (jej.^  if  any^  so  as  to  defeat  the  title  of  an  oflScial  manager,  if 
he  existed;  and  it  might  apply  to  a  case  where  an  official 
manager  has  not  been  appointed,  although  there  has  been 
an  order  for  winding-up,  or  an  appointment  of  a  creditors' 
representative.  It  might  apply  to  two  such  cases;  but  I  am 
not  on  that  account  at  Uberty  to  say  that  it  is  confined  to 
those  two  cases;  and  when  I  find  the  L^islature  in  all  the 
previous  parts  of  the  section  contemplating  cases  in  which 
an  official  manager  has  been  appointed,  it  is  impossible 
for  me  to  hold  that  the  clause  in  question  does  not  apply 
to  cases  of  that  description. 


Then  we  have  the  3rd  section*  which  is  this — "  It  shall 
be  lawful  for  such  representatives  or  representative  as  here- 
inbefore mentioned,  to  join  and  concur  or  take  part  in  all 
the  proceedings  in  and  about  the  winding-up  of  the  said 
company,  or  such  of  the  same  proceedings  as  the  Judge  or 
Master  shall  deem  expedient  for  the  interest  of  the  credi- 
tors, and  also,  subject  as  hereinafter  is  mentioned,  and  so  £Eur 
as  the  creditors  of  the  said  company  are  concerned,  to  make 
or  enter  into,  take  part  in,  consent  to,  or  approve  of  any 
compromise,  composition,  or  arbitration,  or  other  arrange- 
ment^ whether  for  the  discharge  and  satisfaction  of  the  lia- 
bility of  all  and  eveiy  the  shareholders  and  members,  or 
any  or  either  of  them,  to  the  debts  and  liabilities  of  such 
company  or  otherwise,  as  such  representatives  or  represen- 
tative for  the  time  being  shall  think  fit ;  and  the  certificate 
of  the  Judge  or  Master  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  as  fiill 
and  sufficient  evidence  and  proof  of  every  such  compromise, 
composition,  arbitration,  or  other  arrangement^  and  of  any 
discharge  or  release  which  may  have  been  thereby  effected ; 
and  it  shall  also  be  lawful  for  such-  representatives  or  repre- 
sentative as  hereinbefore  mentioned  (subject  as  aforesaid) 
to  take  part  in,  consent  to,  or  approve  of  any  compromise, 
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composition,  arbitration,  or  other  arrangement  which  the  1858. 

official  manager  msy  propose  to  make  or  enter  into  with  !„  1[7l^JJ^j, 

the  debtors  or  creditors  of  the  said  company  or  othenvise  &  Eaatehk 

in  respect  of  its  estate  or  affiurs ;  and  all  the  creditors  of  the  Corpora. 

said  company,  whether  their  debts  shall  have  been  then  — .* 

proved  or  not,  shall,  subject  to  the  provisions  hereinafter  •^^«*»»^« 
contained,  be  fully  and  e£fectually  bound  by  the  acts  of 
such  representatives  or  representative  as  to  all  such  matters 
as  are  authorised  by  this  Act" 

I  will  comment  upon  that  presently,  for  it  may  remove 
some  of  the  inconveniences  which  otherwise  would  seem  to 
be  extreme  on  the  construction  of  this  Act. 

The  7th  section  proceeds  thus : — '*  When  any  such  com- 
pany heretofore  has  been  or  hereafter  shall  be  adjudicated 
bankrupt^  then,  if  or  so  soon  as  creditors'  assignees  shall 
have  been  appointed,  or  when  any  such  company  shall  not 
have  been  or  be  adjudicated  bankrupt,  then,  after  the  Judge 
or  Master  shall,  by  advertisement^  have  called  on  the  credi- 
tors to  appoint  a  representative  or  representatives  as  here- 
inbefore mentioned,  no  such  action  as  is  mentioned  in  the 
73rd  section  of  the  said  '  Joint  Stock  Companies  Winding- 
np  Act^  1848 '  shall  be  commenced  or  proceeded  with 
otherwise  than  for  the  piurpose  of  making  the  company 
bankrupt'' 

Now,  the  1 4th  section  provides,  that  this  Act  shall  be  ta- 
ken and  construed  as  part  of  the  **  Joint  Stock  Companies 
Winding-up  Acts  1848  &  1849  ;"  and  taking  the  two  Acts 
together,  I  find  the  68th  section  of  the  Act  of  1 848,  enacting 
that  the  rights  of  creditors  shall  not  be  diminished,  preju- 
diced, or  in  anywise  altered  or  affected  by  anything  in  that 
Act  contained,  except  as  thereby  expressly  provided.  That 
l>eing  the  effect  of  the  Act  of  1848,  and  the  Act  of  last  ses- 
sion being  to  be  taken  and  construed  as  a  part  of  that  Act, 
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1858.         I  am  to  look  in  the  Act  of  last  session  for  an  express  pro- 

In^keLondon  ^^  depriving  a  creditor  of  his  right  to  proceed  in  bank- 
&  Eabtebn 
Banking 

COSPOBA- 
TION, 


Judgment, 


ruptcy ;  and  so  far  from  finding  any  such  express  proviso, 
all  I  find  is  the  proviso  I  have  read  from  the  7th  section 
— ^that,  after  advertisement  calling  upon  the  creditors  to 
appoint  a  representative,  no  such  action  as  there  mentioned 
shall  be  commenced  or  proceeded  with,  otherwise  than  for 
the  purpose  of  making  the  company  bankrupt 

Indeed,  the  argument  that  the  creditor  is  deprived  of  his 
right  to  proceed  in  bankruptcy  was  rested  not  upon  express 
enactment,  but  upon  necessary  implication.  Now,  as  re- 
gards necessary  implication,  no  doubt  it  is  a  sound  princi- 
ple of  construction,  that,  where  an  Act  admits  of  but  one 
construction,  there  is  a  necessary  implication  that  that 
constniction  was  intended,  and  such  necessary  implication 
is  equivalent  to  express  enactment  And  if,  in  this  case,  I 
found  the  only  possible  construction  of  the  Act  was  this, — 
that  the  whole  administration  should  be  in  this  Court,  and 
in  this  Court  only,  that  this  Court  should  exercise  all  the 
powers  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  and  should  have  full 
and  complete  jurisdiction  in  every  possible  way, — in  that 
case  it  would  be  possible  to  contend,  that,  upon  the  whole 
of  the  Act,  there  is  a  necessary  implication,  equivalent  to 
express  enactment,  negativing  the  rights  of  a  creditor  to 
proceed  in  bankruptcy  where  an  official  manager  has  once 
been  appointed.  But,  when  I  find  that  not  only  is  there  no 
express  proviso  negativing  his  right  to  proceed  in  bank- 
ruptcy, but  that  there  is  an  express  positive  enactment  that 
he  slwU  he  allowed  so  to  proceed,  I  am  not  at  liberty  to 
evade  the  force  of  that  express  enactment,  merely  because  a 
possible  state  of  circumstances  can  be  suggested,  in  which  it 
would  be  less  strange  than  it  is  in  those  now  before  me,  to 
suppose  that  the  Legislature  meant  the  Act  to  apply. 


Had  the  Legislature  intended  to  enforce  the  application 
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of  the  Act  to  cases  in  which  no  official  manager  has  yet  is58. 
been  appointed,  and  in  which  as  yet  only  a  creditors'  re-  i^^^lojwoic 
presentative  has  been  appointed,  it  was  competent  to  them  &  EASTKaN 
to  do  sa  But,  when  I  find  not  only  that  they  have  not 
taken  that  course,  but  that  they  clearly  contemplated  that, 
at  the  time  of  the  appointment  of  the  creditors'  representa- 
tiye,  there  would  be,  in  a  laige  number  of  cases,  official 
managers  already  appointed,  that  they  expressly  enacted 
that  no  one  Aould  be  appointed  creditors'  representative 
who  was  already  an  official  manager ;  and  lastly,  that,  after 
the  advertisement  calling  on  the  creditors  to  appoint  their 
representative,  proceedings  are  allowed  to  be  commenced 
for  the  purpose  of  making  the  company  bankrupt — is  there 
anything  which  can  authorise  me  to  say  that  there  is  in  this 
Act  a  necessary  implication  equivalent  to  an  express  prohibi- 
tion against  such  proceeding  ?  It  appears  to  me,  that  there 
is  not  And,  if  I  was  right  in  the  view  which  I  took  of  the 
case  as  it  would  have  stood  before  the  passing  of  the  recent 
Act— viz.  that  the  existence  of  the  property  in  the  official 
manager  would  not  have  justified  me  in  adopting  a  conclu- 
sion different  from  that  which  was  ardved  at  in  the  British 
Barik  case,  it  appears  to  me  plain  that  there  is  nothing  in 
the  recent  Act  to  authorise  any  other  conclusion. 


With  regard  to  the  inconvenience  that  may  ensue,  I 
foresee,  as  I  have  said  already,  that  it  will  be  consider- 
able; that  but  little  good  can  result  from  proceeding  in 
bankruptcy  when  there  is  no  estate  to  administer,  or  from 
summoning  the  directors  to  be  examined  when  they  can  not 
only  be  as  well  examined  here,  but  will  be  unable  to  pro- 
duce any  books  or  papers,  or  any  balance  sheet,  without  an 
application  to  this  Court  for  that  purpose,  and  when,  ac- 
cording to  the  express  provisions  of  the  7th  section,  no  execu- 
tion or  scire  facias  can  be  issued  or  proceeded  with  without 
the  leave  of  this  Court  But  inconveniences  of  that  kind 
are  met  in  a  great  degree  by  the  3rd  section,  which,  be- 

YOL.  IV.  U 
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1858.  yond  all  doubt,  would  enable  tbe  representative  of  the 
Ik  rTlondon  creditors  to  come  to  an  agreement  with  the  company  for  a 
compromise  of  all  claims,  and  to  stop  all  proceedings  in 
bankruptcy,  and  all  other  proceedings  whatsoever.  He 
might  compromise  all  claims  and  release  the  company  (the 
worf-release'-expresdyoocitts  mtheeectioninquestion) 
from  all  their  liabilities,  and,  if  they  are  released  from  all 
liabilities,  this  Court  would  not  allow  any  proceeding  in 
bankruptcy  to  go  on;  there  would  be  a  clear  and  substantial 
equity  to  the  contrary  by  the  agreement  of  a  person  repre- 
senting the  whole  body  of  creditors.  It  was  this  circum- 
stance which  made  me  desirous  to  know  what  course  was 
taken  by  the  creditors'  representative  in  this  case ;  and  I 
find  that  he  has  no  intention  of  entering  into  any  such 
agreement,  but  prefers  that  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy 
should  take  their  course. 


Another  argument,  which  was  very  strongly  urged  in 
support  of  the  motion,  was  this  : — ^The  Act  provides^  that, 
when  a  creditors'  representative  is  appointed,  the  creditors 
shall  be  parties  to  the  winding-up.  Then,  it  was  said,  the 
creditors  being  parties  to  the  winding-up,  and  their  repre- 
sentative binding  the  entire  body  which  he  represents,  one 
of  the  body  so  represented  takes  steps  of  his  own,  calling 
upon  the  company  either  to  pay  him  his  debt  or  to  become 
bankrupt^ — ^the  Courts  meanwhile,  has  got  the  fund,  and  has 
it  in  its  power  to  say  whether  the  company  shall  become 
bankrupt  or  not,  by  ordering  payment  of  the  debt^ — and 
that^  it  was  said,  is  not  a  situation  in  which  it  should  have 
its  juiifldiction  placed ;  the  creditor  insisting  that  unless 
the  Court  consents  to  exercise  its  jurisdiction  to  the  preju- 
dice of  the  general  body  of  creditors,  by  paying  a  particular 
creditor,  bankruptcy  is  to  ensue. 


That,  again,  would  be  a  vc^iy  strong  argument^  if  the 
creditors'  representative  had  not  taken  the  course  he  has. 
He  represents  the  whole  body  of  creditors,  and,  therefore, 
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I  have  the  whole  body  of  creditors  saying  that  they  make        isss. 
DO  objection  to  the  proceeding.     The  reasoning  of  Vice-  j^  i^H^^xDON 
Chancellor  KinderaUy  upon  the  course  of  proceeding  in    &  Eastern 
administering  assets  in  this  Courts  in  the  case  of  the  RoycU     Cobpora- 

Britiali  BanA,  appears  to  me,  if  I  may  be  allowed  to  say        .' 

80,  to  be  a  very  correct  and  sound  way  of  viewing  the  •'^"^^"•^^ 
question*  He  says,  this  Court  considers,  when  a  decree  has 
been  made  for  the  administration  of  the  assets,  that  it  is  so 
made  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors ;  and  this  Court 
considers  it  for  the  benefit  of  all  to  be  paid  rateably,  of 
course  according  to  their  priorities,  and  will  not  allow  a 
single  creditor  to  obtain  an  advantage  over  the  rest  If, 
therefore,  in  this  case,  the  representative  of  the  body  of 
creditors  were  to  object  to  the  course  taken  by  the  parti- 
cular creditor  who  has  commenced  these  proceedings  at 
law,  as  being  an  indirect  mode  of  obtaining  an  advantage 
OTer  the  general  body,  by  driving  the  company  to  bank- 
niptcy  in  the  event  of  his  debt  being  unpaid, — if  he,  as 
^representing  the  general  body  of  creditors,  were  to  say, 
'*ThiB  is  not  a  course  which  we  think  should  be  pursued ; 
we  think  that  the  proper  mode  of  dividing  the  fiind  rate- 
ably  amongst  us  is  by  proceeding  imder  the  Winding-up 
Act,  to  which  we  are  all  parties,"' — it  would  be  something 
?eiy  analogous  to  the  case  of  administration  of  assets  upon 
the  death  of  a  testator  amongst  his  several  classes  of  credi- 
tors; and  I  am  much  inclined  to  think  that  the  Court  would 
not  allow  a  single  creditor  to  take  a  course  of  proceeding, 
•^ving  merely  for  its  object  to  force  full  payment  of  his 
own  debt^  all  the  other  creditors  being  opposed  to  that 
course  of  proceeding.  But  here  the  course  which  all  the 
other  creditors  wish  to  take,  and  say  they  think  the  best,  is 
^  pat  aside  all  equities  as  amongst  themselvea  That  being 
80, 1  cannot  find  in  the  course  of  legislation  upon  this  sub- 
ject any  equity  on  the  part  of  contributories  to  support  the 
contention,  that  the  course  of  proceeding  now  devised  shall 
not  take  place. 

V  2 
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1858.  I  am  unwilling  to  dispose  of  the  case  without  saying  a 

In  re  Ixjndon   ^ord  on  what  is  supposed  to  be  the  course  of  proceeding  in 
&  Eastern 
Banking 
Corpora- 
tion. 


J^tdgmeiU. 


chambers  under  the  Winding-up  Acts.  I  think  it  would 
be  most  unfortunate,  if  it  were  supposed  that  a  creditor  has 
not  a  fiill  right  to  attend  and  supervise  the  proceedings  in 
any  way  he  may  consider  desirable  for  securing  payment  of 
the  debts  of  the  company.  In  this  case  the  order  that  has 
been  made,  as  I  understand  it^  is,  that  the  creditors'  represen- 
tative should  have  notice  of  all  proceedings,  and  should  have 
liberty  to  attend,  upon  application  being  made  by  him  for 
that  purposa  That  he  must,  at  some  time  or  other,  make 
application  under  the  3rd  section,  I  apprehend,  is  clear; 
because  he  is  only  to  attend  such  proceedings  as  the  Judge 
may  deem  expedient  for  the  interest  of  the  creditcnrs.  I 
apprehend  it  would  have  been  open  to  him,  and  it  would 
be  his  duty,  to  apply  to  the  Judge  in  limine,  and  state  the 
class  of  proceedings  which  he  wished  to  attend,  and  not  to 
make  his  application  at  every  summons  to  be  allowed  to 
be  present  at  that  particular  summons,  which  would  be  a 
very  disagreeable  course  for  all  parties.  I  should  have 
thought,  that  the  simple  course  would  have  been  for  him, 
when  the  order  was  taken  in,  to  say  at  once,  "  Here  is  a  class 
of  proceedings  which  I  wish  to  attend,  and  another  class  which 
I  do  not  wish  to  attend ;"  and  that,  as  it  appears  to  me, 
would  have  been,  under  the  3rd  section  of  the  Act>  as  ample 
a  protection  to  the  creditors  as  proceedings  in  bankruptcy. 

I  am  bound  to  say,  that,  with  the  exception  of  the  sug- 
gestion as  to  the  possibility  of  fraudulent  preference,  I  am 
at  a  loss  to  discover  any  possible  advantage  that  can  be 
derived  by  any  person  from  proceeding  in  bankruptcy. 
At  the  same  time,  I  do  not  feel  in  a  position  to  say  that 
they  should  not  have  an  opportimity  of  asserting  their  right 
before  the  Commissioner  in  Bankruptcy,  in  the  position  in 
which  the  whole  mass  of  the  creditors  have  placed  the 
matter,  all  of  them  considering  that  it  is  for  their  benefit 
that  bankruptcy  should  take  place. 
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One  advantage  of  not  stopping  the  proceedings  is,  that  i858. 
whenever  the  question  as  to  the  fiat  in  bankruptcy  is  ij,^7l^JJ[^j, 
tried  and  disposed  of,  if  the  decision  is  adverse  to  the  pre- 
sent applicant  who  seeks  to  stay  the  proceedings,  he  will 
have  full  opportunity  of  bringing  before  one  Court  two 
questions,  namely,  the  equitable  question,  whether  there 
should  be  an  injunction,  in  the  first  instance,  to  restrain 
these  proceedings ;  and  the  legal  question,  whether  the  fiat 
can  be  sustained, — that  one  Court  having  jurisdiction,  which 
I  have  not^  to  determine  both  questiona 

I  must  therefore  refuse  this  order ;  and  I  am  bound  to 
refuse  it  with  co6t&  I  think,  however,  that  the  costs  should 
come  out  of  the  estata 


On  appeal  to  the  Lords  Justices  in  the  matter  and  in 
the  bankruptcy,  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  action  undertaking  not 
to  proceed  beyond  adjudication,  the  motion  was  ordered  to 
stand  over. 


Lords  Jus- 
tices. 

March  30<A. 


Upon  the  matter  coming  before  the  Lord  Chancellor,   Lord  Chak- 
his  Lordship,  after   full  argument^  and  having  reserved       cbu^r. 
judgment,  refused  to  annul  the  adjudication ;  but  restrained      ^°^  ^*^ 
the  assignees  in  bankruptcy,  when  appointed,  from  using 
the  proceedings  in  the  bankruptcy  in  any  other  manner 
than  in  their  character  of  creditors'  representatives,  for  the 
purpose  of  co-operating  in  the  winding-up. 


Being  now  moved  on  behalf  of  the  official  manager  to 
prefece  the  foregoing  order  by  the  words,  "  That  no  further 
proceedings  be  taken  in  the  bankruptcy  beyond  the 
appointment  of  assignees" — ^The  Lord  Chancellor  refused, 
^yi^»  that  his  object  was  not  to  interfere  with  any  benefit 
the  creditors  could  obtain  under  the  bankruptcy,  beyond 
what  they  could  get  under  the  winding-up  order. 
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April  nth.         ATTORNEY-GENERAL  u  CHAMBERLAINE. 

Sear-Fore-  X  HE  object  of  this  suit  was  to  establish  the  right  of  the 
croobchmentr—  Crown  to  that  part  of  the  foreshore  of  a  certain  creek  or 
^^'^AtT"    P^^^'  forming  an  inlet  of  the  river  Mersey,  and  called  Tran- 

of  Crown—  Toere  Pool,  which  waa  situate  in  front  of  or  adjacent  to  cer- 
where  disputed  tain  lands  belonging  to  the  Defendant  Ghamberlaine,  called 

~Pr(^^        the  Tranmere  Ferry  estate. 

Where  the 

Crown  BGekfl  to         

recover  land  The  information  averred,  that  part  of  TranTnere  Pool 
h^Tfe^isdm^  had  been  reclaimed  from  the  estuary  by  means  of  a  road 
from  the  sea  by  and  embankments,  running  in  a  southerly  direction  across 

encroachment  , 

or  purpresturo,  the  head  of  the  pool ;  and  it  charged  that  the  whole  of  the 

mit  disputes  P^^^l  and  the  bed  soil,  shores,  banks,  and  strands  thereof,  as 

tltie^to^the  wii  ^®^  above  as  below  the  road,  and  whatsoever  parts  thereof 

between  pre-  respectively  had  been  reclaimed  from  the  estuary,  together 

sent  high  and         .in/.  ••  !/• 

low  water-  With  all  profits  ansmg  therefrom,  now  belonged  to  the 
Court  ^1        Queen  in  right  of  her  crown. 

direct  issues 
to  try  that 

right  before  in-  The  information  then  averred,  that  the  Defendant  Cham- 
?ii"formor  times  berlainc,  and  his  predecessors  in  title,  had,  from  time  to 
high^^ater-  t'™®>  since  the  making  of  the  road  across  the  pool,  without 
mark  extended  any  grant,  &c..  Unlawfully  inclosed,  by  means  of  walls  and 

inland:  And  . 

this  course  Otherwise,  not  only  that  part  of  the  shore  or  strand  of  the 

to,  notwith!  P^l  adjoining  his  estate  which  lay  above  the  road,  but  also 

hardsW^  ^t^  *  Considerable  portion  of  that  part  thereof  which  lay  below 

may  impose  and  to  the  eastward  of  the  road  between  it  and  the  mouth 

fendant,  who,  of  the  pool,  had  embanked  and  filled  in  the  land  so  inclosed, 

thc^^UoiT^  and  had  erected  divers  buildings  thereon;  and  it  averred, 

which  he  has 

done  acts  of  ownership  to  be  part  of  the  foreshore,  will  in  effect  have  proved  the  case  of  the 

Crown  in  the  event  of  his  failing  to  satisfy  a  jury  that  a  grant  must  be  presumed. 

But  if  in  a  case  like  the  above  the  Defendant  admits  the  Crown's  title  to  the  soil  between 
prcK'iit  high  and  low  watermarks,  then  upon  an  inquiry  what  is  the  boundary  of  the  fore«^horQ, 
tlie  onus  would  be  thrown  upon  the  Crown  of  showing  that  the  high  watermark  in  former 
times  extended  further  inland  tlian  at  present — StmbU, 
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that  such  buildings  were  to  the  seaward  of  what  was>  pre-        1858. 

viously  to  the  making  of  the  embankments,  the  high  water-  attobney. 
mark  of  the  estuary  there  at  ordinary  tides,  and  were  en-      Gbnebal 

croacbments  upon  the  {»x>perty  of  the  Queen.  Chambbb- 

LAINE. 

The  Defendant  Chamberlavne  and  other  Defendants  in  Statement 
the  same  interest  with  him  denied  the  right  of  the  Cro¥m 
to  any  part  of  the  shore  or  strand  of  the  pool,  and  claimed 
to  be  entitled  to  the  whole  thereof  as  part  and  parcel  of  the 
manor  of  Tranmere^  under  a  grant  from  the  lord.  They 
also  insisted,  that  part  of  the  land  alleged  to  have  been  re- 
claimed was  never  subject  to  the  flow  and  reflow  of  the 
tides. 

Upon  the  cause  now  coming  on  to  be  heard  upon  motion 
for  a  decree,  a  question  arose  as  to  the  form  of  the  decree, 
and,  in  particular^  as  to  the  issues  to  be  tried. 

In  the  minutes  proposed  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  the 
iasaes  were : — 

First,  "whether,  on  the  8th  of  August,  1866  (when  the  in- 
formation was  exhibited,)  the  Queen  was  seised  in  right  of 
her  crown  of  that  part  of  the  shore  of  Trcmrnere  Pool,  lying 
between  ordinary  high  watermark  and  ordinary  low  water- 
mark, and  situate  in  front  of  or  adjacent  to  the  lands  in 
the  information  called  The  Trawmere  Fen^y  Estate. 

Secondly,  whether,  on  the  same  day,  the  Queen  was  seised 
in  right  of  her  crown  of  any  portion  of  that  part  of  the 
shore. 


Thirdly,  whether,  if  the  Queen  in  right  of  her  crown  was 
seised  of  that  part  of  the  shore  or  of  any  portion  thereof, 
the  right  of  action  or  suit  of  the  Queen  to  the  same  or  such 
portion  thereof  was,  on  the  8th  of  August,  1856,  barred  or 
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SUUement 


taken  away  by  adverse  possession  by  the  Defendants  or  any 
of  them,  or  by  any  persons  or  person  through  or  under 
whom  they  claim. 

In  the  same  minutes  it  was  also  proposed,  that,  m  case  a 
verdict  upon  either  the  first  or  second  issue,  and  also  upon 
the  third  issue,  should  be  found  in  favour  of  the  Attorney- 
General,  it  should  be  referred  to  the  Judge  to  appoint  a  fit 
and  proper  person,  being  an  engineer  or  a  surveyor,  to  in- 
quire and  report  to  the  Court  what  portion,  if  any,  of  the 
lands,  buildings,  or  hereditaments  in  the  information  stated 
to  have  been  inclosed,  embanked,  erected,  or  made  firom  or 
upon  the  shore  of  Traivmere  Pool,  were  inclosed,  embanked, 
erected,  or  made  firom  or  upon  the  shore  of  Trcmmere  Pool 
below  high  watermark  at  ordinary  tides,  within  sixty  years 
before  the  8th  of  August,  1856,  when  the  information  was 
exhibited,  and  to  make  a  plan  of  the  said  several  premises. 


The  Defendants  objected  to  the  words  "lying  between 
ordinary  high  watermark  and  ordinary  low  watermark 
the  issues  proposed  on  behalf  of  the  Crown. 


m 


ArgumenL  The  Solicitor-Oeneral,  Mr.  James,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Hanson, 
on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  contended  that  the  decree  proposed 
on  behalf  of  the  Crown  fiimished  the  only  proper  and  con- 
venient mode  by  which,  in  an  information  of  this  nature, 
the  facts  in  question  could  be  ascertained,  and  adequate 
relief  afforded.  The  Defendants  having  denied  the  right  of 
the  Crown  not  only  to  the  land  between  the  ancient  high  and 
low  watermarks,  but  also  to  that  part  of  the  shore  which 
lay  between  the  present  high  and  low  watermarks,  the  ques- 
tion of  the  Crown's  right  to  the  latter  should  be  first  deter- 
mined. This  it  would  be  by  the  issues  proposed  for  the  pur- 
pose on  behalf  of  the  Crown.  If  the  verdict  on  those  issues 
should' be  against  the  Crown,  there  would  be  an  end  of  the 


CASES  m  CHANCERY. 


295 


case ;  if  in  favour  of  the  Crown,  then  would  be  the  proper 
time  to  go  on  to  direct  further  inquiry  how  fiar  the  Defen- 
dant's buildings  and  works  were  purprestures  or  encroach- 
ments on  lands  formerly  lying  between  the  ancient  high  and 
low  watermarks. 

That  the  latter  subject  would  be  properly  matter  for  in- 
qaiiy  and  not  for  a  jury,  was  clear  not  only  upon  precedent 
and  authority,  Attomey-Oeneral  of  the  Prince  of  Wales 
V.  St,  Aubyn  (a),  and  Attomey-Oeneral  v.  PhUpott  (6),  but 


1S58. 


(a)  Wightw.  167. 

(a)  7  Car.  1,  Nov.  26,  cited  in 
Mr.^afgT«me*<Tract8,p.  13.  By 
the  decree  (a  copy  of  which,  cer- 
tified under  the  Act  1  &  2  Vict 
c  ^  was  now  produced  in  court) 
it  appeared  that  the  material 
iacU  and  proceedings  in  the  cause 
were  as  follows : — 

The  information  was  exhihit- 
ed,  5  Car.  1,  against  the  Defendant 
Pkilpott  and  others  in  respect  of 
certub  houses,  tenements,  wharf, 
and  dock  made  and  huilt  hy  the 
Defendants  upon  the  shores  and 
soil  of  the  riyer  Thames  on  the 
north  side  of  the  river,  from  Her- 
»»«%e  Wharf  in  the  county  of 
Middlesex^  eastward  to  Dichshore, 
at  LmehauMe^  in  the  information 
^c^  to  belong  of  right  to  his 
Majesty :  And  it  prayed  that  his 
Majesty  might  be  satisfied  of  the 
incsne  rates  and  profits  of  the 
sud  houses  and  premises,  and 
that  the  purprestures  made  and 
continued  upon  the  bank,  walls 
>nd  soil  of  the  said  river  might 
beahated- 

The  Defendants  by  their  an- 
Bwen  denied  the  encroachments 
^  purprestures  mentioned  in 
the  information. 


The  cause  was  heard  on  the 
5th  of  May,  7  Car.  1 ;  when  it 
was  ordered  that  a  conunission 
should  be  awarded  to  view  the 
wharfs  and  buildings  on  the 
north  side  of  the  river,  from  Her' 
mitage  Wharf  to  Dichshore^  east- 
ward, and  to  survey,  set  down, 
and  describe  where  the  ancient 
wall  went,  which  was  anciently 
called  by  the  name  of  the  Thames 
WaU^  or  Wapping  Wall^  and 
what  houses,  building,  wharf, 
and  dock  had  been,  within  the 
space  of  fifty  years  last  past,  built, 
made,  or  erected  on  the  south 
side  of  the  said  wall  or  on  the 
south  side  of  the  place  where  the 
said  wall  anciently  went. 

The  commissioners  certified 
where  the  wall  went,  and  that 
there  were  many  encroach- 
ments and  purprestures  on  the 
south  side  of  the  said  wall ;  but, 
the  particulars  and  extent  of 
such  encroachments  and  purpres- 
tures not  appearing  by  their  cer- 
tificate, the  commission  was  or- 
dered to  be  renewed. 

This  being  done,  and  the  com- 
mission having  been  executed, 
the  cause  was  fully  heard;  and 
a  decree  was  made  on  the  26th 


AryumenL 
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also  upon  principle.  "  A  oourt  of  law  has  no  power  to  as- 
certain the  extent  of  the  shores  or  land  assumed ;  it  can  only 
direct  possession  to  be  given.  It  has  no  power  to  grant  a 
commission  to  set  out  boundaries.  It  has  no  power  to 
establish  the  old  boundaries ;  to  direct  intermingled  lands 
to  be  separated,  or  an  equivalent  set  out^  and  old  inclosnres 
and  bounds  restored  The  judgment  might  be  too  severe, 
and  take  from  the  Crown  its  known  prerogative  of  lenity  in 
arrenting  erections  and  purprestures,  and  other  indulgences, 
where  great  expense  has  been  incurred.  It  was  the  privi- 
lege of  the  Crown  to  set  a  rent  upon  these  purprestures, 


of  November  in  the  same  year, 
whereby  it  was  declared,  adjudg- 
ed, and  decreed,  that  the  soil  and 
ground  between  the  ancient  wall, 
commonly  called  Thames  WaU  or 
Wapping  WaUf  of  the  north,  and 
the  river  of  Thames  npon  the 
south  was  parcel  of  the  port  of 
London^  and  belonged  as  such  to 
the  king.  And  as  touching  the 
several  houses,  wharf,  yard,  dock, 
and  other  building  in  the  several 
tenures  and  occupations  of  the 
Defendants  or  their  undertenants, 
it  was  likewise  decreed  that  so 
many  or  so  much  of  them  as 
should  appear  to  be,  or  be  built 
or  erected  between  the  said  wall 
of  the  north,  and  the  said  river 
of  the  south,  were  encroachments 
and  purprestures  upon  the  said 
river  and  port,  and  were  to  be 
removed  and  abated,  or  otherwise 
arrented  at  his  Majesty*s  pleasure. 
But  because  it  did  not  special- 
ly and  precisely  appear  to  thb 
Court  how  much  of  the  said 
houses,  &c.,  were  built  or  erected 
between  the  said  ancient  wall  of 
the  north  and  the  said  river  of 
Thames  upon  the  south,  it  was  or- 


dered that  a  commission  should  be 
awarded  to  survey  and  view  the 
said  houses  &&,  and  as  many  or 
as  much  of  them,  with  the  certain 
and  special  content  and  quanti- 
ties or  extent  thereof  as  should 
appear  upon  view  thereof  to  be, 
or  be,  so  erected  or  built  as  afore- 
said in  and  upon  the  soil  or 
ground  between  the  said  ancient 
wall  called  Thames  WaU  or  Wap- 
ping WaU  upon  the  north,  and 
the  said  river  of  Thames  upon  the 
south, — ^the  which  same  ancient 
wall  upon  the  north  of  the  said 
river  was  declared  and  adjudged 
by  the  Ck)urt  to  be  and  have 
been  of  long  and  ancient  time 
the  high  watermark  of  the  said 
river  in  those  parts;  and  the 
same  to  seize  and  take  into  his 
Majesty^s  hand  as  parcel  of  the 
said  port  of  London^  and  in- 
heritance of  the  crown,  to  be 
abated  or  arrented  at  his  Ha- 
jesty^s  good  pleasure  for  the  in- 
crease of  the  revenues  of  the 
Grown.  (Records  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  in  the  Public  Record 
Office.  Entries  of  Decrees,  7  Car. 
1,  Vol.  iv.  p.  36.) 
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or  to  make  grants  of  them  upon  easy  tenns,  but  this  could 
not  be  done  in  any  proceedings  at  law:''  Per  Oraham,  B., 
in  The  AUomey-Oeneral  of  the  Prmce  of  Wales  v.  8t 
Aubyn  (a).  If  such  an  inquiry  were  left  to  a  juiy,  it  would 
be  necessary  to  have  a  separate  issue  for  every  house  and 
every  yard  of  land  alleged  to  have  been  matter  of  encroach- 
ment 


1858. 


Argument. 


Mr.  RcU,  Q.  C  Mr.  G.  £.  RuaaM,  and  Mr.  Joliffe,  for  the 
Defendants,  contended,  that  either  the  line  of  the  foreshore 
should  be  ascertained  before  the  issues  were  tried,  or  else  the 
issues  should  be  general,  and  not  confined  to  that  part  of 
the  shore  which  now  lay  between  ordinary  high  watermark 
and  ordinary  low  watermark.  The  case  of  the  Crown  was, 
that  the  Defendants  had  encroached.  The  Defendants  de- 
nied that  they  had  done  so.  The  affirmative,  therefore,  lay 
with  the  Crown ;  and  in  order  to  prove  encroachment,  the 
Crown  must  first  state  how  much  it  claimed,  must  point  out 
how  &r  in  former  times,  and  before  the  alleged  encroach- 
ments, the  old  high  watermark  extended  inland. 

The  Vick-Chancellob. — That  is  precisely  what  these 
authorities  are  cited  to  show  has  never  been  done. 


Mr.  RuaseU, — If  the  authorities  go  to  that  extent,  the 
Court  will  make  a  precedent.  Such  a  course  cannot  pre- 
judice the  Crown,  while,  on  the  other  hand,  a  contrary 
course  may  seriously  prejudice  the  Defendants.  The  case 
of  the  Defendants  must  be  made  out  by  evidence,  either  of 
an  actual  grant  or  of  acts  of  ownership,  from  which  a  grant 
must  be  presumed ;  but  until  the  Crown  has  pointed  out 
how  much  it  claims  as  foreshore,  how  can  the  Defendants 
know  within  what  limits  it  will  be  material  for  them  to 
prove  acts  of  ownership?  Very  possibly,  the  Defendants 
will  not  be  able  to  prove  acts  of  ownership  between  present 

(a)  Wightw.  230. 
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1858.  high  and  low  watermarks,  while  they  may  well  be  able  to 
prove  many  such  acts  between  the  old  high  and  low  water- 
marks; but  to  make  such  evidence  material,  it  must  first 
be  ascertained  what  the  Crown  will  be  content  to  treat  as 
ancient  high  watermark,  otherwise  the  whole  of  the  De- 
Argtmeru,  fendants'  evidence  may  be  rejected  at  the  trial  as  relat- 
ing to  ground  which  the  Crown  disclaima  Besides,  the 
Defendants  may  be  still  further  prejudiced,  if  the  onus  of 
showing  what  is  foreshore  is  to  lie  with  them  and  not  with 
the  Crown,  for,  by  admitting  the  soil  on  which  they  prove 
acts  of  ownership  to  have  been  part  of  the  foreshore,  in  the 
event  of  their  evidence  proving  insufficient  to  warrant  the 
presumption  of  a  grant,  they  will  have  proved  the  case  of 
the  Crown,  and  admitted  possibly  against  themselves,  that 
the  ancient  foreshore  extended  further  inland  than  the 
Crown  would  ever  have  thought  of  extending  its  claim.  It 
stands  to  reason,  the  Crown  seeking  in  effect  to  eject  the 
Defendants  from  land  which  the  Defendants  have  occupied 
for  many  years  without  molestation,  the  onus  is  with  the 
Crown,  at  least  to  define  the  boundaries  within  which  it 
claims  seisin. 


A  reply  was  not  heard. 


JndgmeiU,       ViCE-ChANCELLOB  SiB  W.  PAGB  WoOD  :— 

If  the  question  at  issue  between  the  Crown  and  the 
Defendants  were  simply  what  is  the  boundary  of  the  fore- 
shore, then,  I  apprehend,  some  inquiry  would  be  directed 
to  determine  that  question;  and,  in  that  case,  it  might  well 
be  that  the  onus  would  be  thrown  upon  the  Crown,  of 
showing  that  the  high  watermark,  in  former  times,  ex- 
tended further  inland  than  at  present 


But  here,  before  arriving  at  that  inquiry,  the  Crown  is 
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intercepted  by  the  case  made  on  the  part  of  the  the  De- 
fendants»  that  case  being,  that  it  is  immaterial  to  them 
what  may  have  been  the  limits  of  the  foreshore  in  former 
times,  the  whole  of  the  foreshore,  ancient  and  modem, 
being  in  them  and  not  in  the  Crown.  The  Crown,  be- 
ing intercepted  by  that  cajse,  must  try  which  right  is  the 
stronger. 


165S. 

Attorney- 
General 

V, 

Chambes- 

LAINB. 


I  quite  see  the  difficulty,  and  the  possible  hardship,  this 
may  impose  upon  the  Defendants  (whether  there  will  be 
actual  hardship  I  cannot  tell  until  the  case  is  tried),  for 
their  position  is  this :  They  assert  their  right  to  the  whole 
of  the  foreshore;  and  if  they  are  to  try  that  right  with  the 
Crown,  one  of  the  modes  by  which  they  may  make  out 
their  right,  if  they  cannot  produce  an  actual  grants  will  be 
to  give  evidence  of  such  acts  of  ownership  as  would  be  suffi- 
dent  to  lead  a  jury  to  presume  that  there  was  once  a  grant 
of  the  foreshora  They  may  have  to  show  that  certain  por- 
tions of  the  property  upon  which  they  have  erected  valu- 
able buildings,  or  the  like,  were  formerly  part  of  the  fore- 
shore. And  if  tbey  take  that  course,  and  if,  after  all,  the 
jury,  unfortunately  for  them,  should  find  a  verdict  for  the 
Crown,  when  they  come  back  to  determine  what  is  foresh'ore 
and  what  is  not,  they  will  have  proved  that  the  ground  on 
which  those  acts  were  done  is  foreshore,  and  will  have 
placed  themselves  in  a  difficulty. 

That,  however,  is  a  difficulty  arising  incidentally  from 
the  course  the  Defendants  have  taken  in  intercepting  the 
right  of  the  Crown.  If  they  had  begun  by  admitting  that 
the  Crown  is  entitled  to  whatever  is  now  actually  foreshore 
in  the  proper  sense  of  the  term,  as  lying  between  present 
high  and  low  watermarks,  then,  of  course,  an  inquiry  would 
have  been  directed  how  far,  in  former  times,  the  ancient 
high  watermark  extended  inland,  and  there  would  have 
heen  no  need  to  try  these  issues  at  all.     Upon  that  inquiry 
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But  the  defence  that  has  been  raised  prevents  an  inquiry  of 
that  nature  from  being  of  any  use,  until  the  first  question 


Attornbt- 
Genekal 

V, 

Chamber,     is  determined. 


LAINE. 


JmdffmeiU, 


The  first  question  must  be  determined  before  I  can  direct 
any  inquiry  as  to  the  limits  of  the  foreshore  in  former  times, 
and  it  can  only  be  determined  by  issues  framed  so  as  to 
raise  the  question. 


There  will  be  a  decree  directing  issues  in  the  form  pro- 
posed on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  but  reserving  all  further 
questions. 

Decree  accordingly. 


In  re  EARUS  TRUST. 

XHE  Clerk  of  Records  and  Writs  objected  to  file  a 
document,  purporting  to  be  an  affidavit  sworn  before  a 
notary  public  for  the  county  of  Hertford,  in  the  state  of 
Ohio,  in  America,  and  bearing  a  seal  purporting  to  be  the 
notarial  seal  for  that  county,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
jurat  was  insufficient,  inasmuch  as  there  was  nothing  tx) 
show  that  the  person  before  whom  the  document  was  re- 
presented to  have  been  sworn  was,  in  fact,  a  notary  publia 


y.  C.  Wood, 
Apnl  17^ 

LoBDS  Jus- 
tices, 
Apra29r€L 

Evidence — 

Affidavit  ewom 
ma  foreign 

Country— No- 
tary PubUo — 
Siffnatnre  of 
Notary — No- 
tarial SeaH — 
15  #16  Viet. 
c.86,«.  22  — 

JtidicitU  Cogni- 
zance— Prac- 
tice.   

Where  an  affi- 
davit is  sworn        Mr.  CoUins  now  applied  for  leave  to  have  the  document 

pubu^  o?a  fo^  filed  as  an  affidavit,  citing  Haggitt  v.  Iniff{a). 

reign  country 

not  under  the 

dominion  of  the  Queen,  the  signature  of  the  notary  must  be  verified  before  the  affidavit  can  bo 

filed,  unless  by  consent;  and  the  Court  cannot  take  judicial  cognizance  of  the  notarial  seal 

alone  as  a  sufficient  veriification. 

(a)  5  D.  M.  G.  910. 
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The  Yice-Chakcellob. — In  that  case  there  was  a  certi- 
ficate under  the  official  seal  of  our  own  consul  at  New  i^  j^^ 
York,  that  the  person  before  whom  the  affidavit  was  sworn  ^Iahl's  Tbcbt. 
was  a  notary  publia  Argument, 


Mr.  CoUina  submitted  that  the  notarial  seal  was  suffi- 
cient verification  (a). 

The  Vicb-Chancellor,  after  referring  to  the  Registrar, 
said  he  would  inquire  into  the  practice  in  such  cases. 


On  a  subsequent  day  his  Honour  said,  he  had  made  in- 
quiiy  into  the  practice,  and  found  that  he  could  not  direct 
the  document  to  be  filed  without  an  affidavit,  or  such  a 
certificate  as  in  Haggitt  v.  Iniff,  verifying  the  signature  of 
the  allied  notary  public. 

The  official  seal  of  a  notary  public  of  a  foreign  country 
not  under  the  dominion  of  the  Queen  was  not  one  of  which 
this  Court  could  take  judicial  cognizance. 


Jvtdgment, 


Upon  the  matter  being  brought  before  the  Lords  JUS- 
TICES) their  Lordships  required  the  attendance  of  Mr.  Mur- 
f  oy,  of  the  Record  and  Writ  Clerks'  Office ;  and  upon  his 
stating  that  the  document  might  be  filed  as  an  affidavit  by 
coQsent^  the  argument  was  not  proceeded  with. 

Their  Ix»-dshipB  8aid>  it  was  clear  that  the  case  was  not 
▼ithin  the  22nd  section  of  the  Chancery  Amendment  Act, 
15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  or  the  other  Acts  relating  to  the  admis- 
sihility  of  evidence. 

(a)  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  22.  (h)  Ex  relatione  Mr.  CoUina, 


LoBDB  Jus- 
tices (6). 

AprU^Zrd, 
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Mayitkf  SADLER  V.  RICKARDS. 

Income  Tax-^  X  HE  tcstator,  bv  his  will,  dated  1854,  devised  and  be- 

—16  ^  17  queathed  his  residuary  real  and  personal  property  to  trua- 

Ficf.  C.34.  ^^^g    ^p^j^  trust,  to  convert  and  invest  the  proceeds  as 

Testator,  by  therein  mentioned :    and   he  declared  that  his  trustees 

fais  will,  m 

1854,  directed  should,  \)ut  of  the  annual  income  arising  from  such  in- 
pay  to  hi»  vestments,  pay  the  annual  sum  of  500i.,  "free  from  legacy 
h^r  Ufe^thf  *  ^^*y  ^^^  ^^^®^  deductions,"  to  his  wife  during  her  life ; 
"J»^2^°^  and  subject  thereto,  he  directed  his  trustees  to  apply  such 
from  legacy  income  upon  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  his  children. 

duty  and  other 
deductions." — 

Mmuit^was*        The  question  was,  whether  the  annuity  was  subject  to 

sabject  to  in-      incomo-tax. 
come  tax  un- 
der the  Act  16  ___^ 
&  17  Vict  c. 

^tS^^e^^        ^'-  Saddon  appeared  for  the  trustees, 
nuity  itself. 

Mr.  Beales,  for  the  widow,  contended  that  the  annuity 

was  not  subject  to  income  tax.     The  question  depended 

upon  the  construction  of  the  Act  of  1853  (a),  not  upon  the 

Act  of  1842  (6),  by  which  the  original  property  tax  was 

imposed.     Had  it  arisen  under  the  Act  of  1842,  the  tax 

must  have  been  paid  by  the  widow.   But  that  was  upon  the 

groimd,  that,  by  the  102nd  section  of  the  Act  of  1842,  the 

tax  was  a  charge  upon  the  annuity  itself — **  The  thing  that 

is  given  is  the  thing  that  is  to  pay  the  tax,^  per  Sir  L 

Shadwell,  Vice-Chancellor,  in  Wall  v.  WaU(c); — or  upon 

the  person  himself,  Lethbridge  v.  Thurlow  {d).     Under  the 

recent  Act,  it  is  not  a  charge  upon  the  annuity  itself 

The  Vicb-Chakckllor. — Does  not  the  1st  section  of 

(a)  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  34.  (c)  15  Sim.  520. 

(&)  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  2^5.  {d)  15  Beav.  339. 
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the  Act  of  1853  also  make^  it  a  charge  upon  the  annuity        1858. 

itself  f  Ik  BE  Earl's 

Trust. 

Mr.  Bealea, — But^  it  is  to  be  paid  by  the  person  paying  Arfftmmu. 
the  annuity,  and  the  word  is  to  "  deduct"  By  the  10th 
section  the  person  liable  to  pay  the  annuity  is  "  to  deduct 
and  to  retain  thereout  the  amount  of  the  rate  of  duty, 
and  shall  be  acquitted  and  discharged  of  so  much  money 
as  such  deduction  shall  amount  to,  as  if  the  amount  had 
actoally  bedn  paid  "  to  the  annuitant.  Here  the  direction 
in  the  will  is  to  pay  the  annuity  "  free  firom  legacy  duty 
and  other  deductionaf'  except  the  income  tax,  there  is 
no  such  deduction;  therefore  the  testator  must  have  meant 
the  500L  to  be  paid  in  full,  free  from  income  tax. 

The  Vice-Chancellob. — ^The  40th  section  only  says 
that  the  person  liable  to  pay  shall  be  ''  entitled  and  author- 
ised,'' not  "  compelled,"  to  deduct  the  tax  ;  and  if  he  does 
deduct^  he  is  to  be  allowed  it 

Mr.  Bealea. — But  trustees  are  liable  to  penalties  if  they 
do  not  make  the  deduction,  and  the  state  gets  the  tax  imme- 
diately from  them.  Under  the  former  Act  there  were  none 
of  those  provisions. 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Jeaaelf  fur  the  children  entitled  . 
subject  to  the  annuity,  declined  to  contest  the  point 

Judgment  reserved. 


Vicb-Chancblmr  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

I  have  considered  this  question,  and  I  cannot  find  room      Judgmmt. 
for  any  substantial  distinction  between  the  two  Acts  of 
vou  IV.  X 
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1858.       Parliament  that  were  referred  to,  or  between  the  cases  that 

In  rTeIrl's   ^®^  ^^^^  *^^  ^^®  present     In  both  of  these  cases  the 

Trust.       words  were  fully  as  strong  in  fiivour  of  the  annuitant  as 

JvdgmenL       here. 

Under  these  circumstances,  without  going  into  the  ques- 
tion how  I  should  have  decided  the  point  in  the  absence  of 
those  authorities,  I  must  hold  that  this  annuity  is  subject  to 
income  tax  imder  the  reoent  Act^  and  the  tax  must  be  paid 
out  of  the  annuity  itself. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


305 


1858. 


In  the  Matteb  of  THE  JOINT  STOCK  COM- 
PANIES WINDING-UP  ACTS,  1848  &  1849; 

AMD   OF 

THE  ATHENiEUM  LIFE  ASSURANCE  SOCIETY. 


March  nth  if 
18M. 


RICHMOND'S  Case,  and  PAINTER'S  Case. 
1H£  Atherueum  Life  Aaaurance  Society  was  projected     Jouu  stock 
and  established  in  the  year  1851,  and  received  its  certifi-    conSSIvioriet 
cate  of  complete  registration  as  a  joint  stock  company  on  jT'^^y^Z^ 
the  14th  of  May  in  that  year.  Deed. 

Three  persons, 

The  deed  of  settlement  of  the  company  provided  that  "^l^^' 

a  joint  stock 
eompuy,  proved,  that,  when  they  signed  the  oompany's  deed,  it  contained  a  false  sheet  (which 
bad  be(»i  fraudulently  inserted,  and  to  all  appearance  formed  an  integral  part  of  the  instm- 
ment,)  limiting  the  liability  of  shareholders  to  the  amount  of  their  shares;  whereupon,  in 
winding  up  the  company  and  settling  the  list  of  contributories,  they  were  relesksed: — ffe'd^  that 
their  release  did  not  affect  the  liability  of  those  who  executed  itxe  deed  after  the  false  sheet 
had,  been  removed  and  the  deed  restored  to  the  form  in  which  it  was  originally  registered, 
notwithstanding  the  latter  had  executed  the  deed  upon  the  faith  of  those  tl^ree  persons  being 
ihsreholders. 

IMstmctioii,  in  thia  reepeot,  between  joint  stock  companies  and  private  partnerships. 

Frmdtknt  and  irrtguUxr  Increase  of  Capital — Acquieecence, 

The  capital  ot  a  joint  stock  company  was  fixed  at  10,0002,,  but  with  power  for  a  general 
nsetiDg  of  the  shareholders,  duly  convened  according  to  certain  forms,  and  by  a  minority  of 
tvo-thffds  of  the  then  sharehholders,  to  increase  that  amount  to  100,0002.  No  such  meeting 
vu  held,  but  a  fiilse  entry  was  made  by  the  chairman  in  the  minute  book  of  the  company, 
■tating,  that,at  an  extraordinary  general  meeting  of  the  company,  it  had  been  resolved  to  increase 
the  capital  from  10,0002.  to  100,0002.  The  capital  having  been  de  facto  mcreased,  new  shares 
having  been  issued  and  taken,  profits  having  been  made  upon  the  increased  capital,  and  dividends 
peid  on  such  profits  among  all  the  shareholders  for  four  years — Held^  that  the  shareholders 
mnat  be  taken  to  have  acquiesced,  and  could  not  now  oljeot  to  the  irreigular  manner  in  which 
the  shares  had  been  increased. 

CmedXmg  Share^-^Powen  of  Director  »—UUra  Viree— Frond. 

A  director  of  a  joint  stock  company  proposed  to  his  co-directors,  that,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
c<>npany,  each  of  them  should  take  a  certain  number  of  shares  to  be  held  in  trust  for  the  company ; 
>H  to  set  the  example,  he  signed  the  deed  for  2000  shares.  No  note,  of  the  proposal  was  entered 
on  the  minutes,  nor  were  the  shares  handed  over  to  him.  No  other  director  followed  his 
^xunple;  but,  subsequently,  he  being  still  a  director,  his  name  was  returned  to  the  stamp 
tiffice  for  the  shares.  Afterwards,  having  ceased  to  be  a  director,  and  having  reason  to  know  that 
tiie  company  was  in  failing  circumstances,  he  procured  his  shares  to  be  cancelled  by  the  di- 
^^cUxii^Heldy  upon  the  terms  of  the  company's  deed  of  settlement,  that  this  was  ultra  vires 
on  ihe  pan  of  the  directors,  they  having  no  power  to  cancel  or  diminish  the  capital,  but  only 
to  forfeit  shares  for  the  benefit  of  the  company,  and  was  a  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  share- 
holder, who  was  accordingly  held  to  be  a  contributmy  in  respect  of  those  shares. 

X2 
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the  capital  of  the  compan;  should  be  10,000{.,  m  shares 
of  U.  each,  but  with  a  power  for  a  general  meeting  of  the 
shareholders,  duly  convened  for  that  purpose  by  notices 
transmitted  to  the  shareholders  fourteen  days  previously, 
not  less  than  fifty  shareholders  being  present^  by  a  majority 
of  two-thirds  of  the  then  shareholders  of  the  company,  to 
increase  that  amount  of  capital  to  100,0002. 


The  38th  clause  of  the  deed  declared  that  it  should  be 
competent  to  the  directors  to  exercise  certain  general 
powers,  ''and  generally,  when  the  deed  was  silent  or  did 
not  otherwise  provide,  to  act  in  the  direction  of  the  con- 
cerns of  the  company  in  such  manner  as  in  their  absolute 
discretion  they  should  think  most  conducive  to  the  interests 
of  the  society." 

The  95th  clause  provided,  that>  in  case  any  shareholder 
should  refuse  to  pay  any  call  or  instalment  made  or  called 
for,  as  there  referred  to,  with  the  interest  Qf  any)  payable 
tiiereon,  and  should  continue  in  such  default  for  the  space  of 
two  calendar  months  after  the  day  appointed  for  payment 
of  such  call,  the  manager  should  send  to  every  such  share- 
holder a  notice  in  writing,  specifying  the  amount  due,  and 
requiring  payment  thereof  within  twenty-one  days  fix>m 
the  date  of  such  notice,  on  pain  of  forfeiture ;  and  if  such 
amount  should  not  be  paid  within  the  time  so  specified,  it 
should  be  lawful  for  the  directors  to  declare  the2.shares  in 
respect  of  which  such  instalment  and  interest  (if  any),  or 
any  part  thereof,  should  then  remain  unpaid,  to  be  forfeited, 
and  the  same  should  be  forfeited  accordingly  to  the  uae  of 
the  society. 


The  98th  clause  empowered  the  directors  either  to  re- 
tain or  to  sell,  for  the  benefit  of  the  society,  all  such  shares 
as  should  be  declared  forfeited. 
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Under  date  the  16th  of  May,  1851,  an  entiy  was  found        1858. 
b  the  minute  book  of  the  company,  in  the  handwriting  of   R^^^JJJ^JIJyg 
the  chairman,  and  signed  by  him,  from  which  the  following 
is  an  extract: — 


''At  an  extraordinary  general  meeting  of  the  share- 
holders of  the  Athenceum  Life  Asaurcmce  Society,  held  at 
the  Company's  offices  on  the  16th  day  of  May,  1851, 

«  The  Eev.  J.  BaHleU  in  the  chair, 

"Besolved, — I.  That  the  capital  stock  of  the  society 
be  increased  from  10,0002.  to  100,0002. 

"Resolved, — XL  That  1400  shares  be  awarded  to  the 
original  promoters  of  the  society. 

"Signed,        J.  BarUett,  Chairman." 

Notwithstanding  this  minute  was  entered  and  signed  by 
the  chairman  of  the  society,  it  now  appeared  that  no  such 
nieeting  was  ever  held,  nor  were  either  of  such  alleged 
resolutions  ever,  in  fact,  passed. 

In  the  interval  between  the  llth  of  May  and  the  middle 
of  the  month  of  Jidy  following,  some  person  or  persons  un- 
known fraudulently  inserted  in  the  deed  a  skin  of  parch- 
ment, upon  which  was  engrossed  a  clause,  to  all  appearance 
forming  an  integral  part  of  the  deed,  and  purporting  to 
limit  the  liability  of  the  several  subscribers  to  the  deed  to 
the  amount  of  their  shares.  A  prospectus  also,  with  the 
names  of  the  secretary  and  several  of  the  directors  annexed 
to  it,  was  printed  and  publicly  circulated,  advertising  to 
the  public  the  advantages  of  the  society,  particularly  as 
i^;arded  the  limitation  of  the  liability  of  shareholders  by 
the  clause  above  mentioned,  which  it  set  out  in  extenso,  as 
being  an  extract  from  the  deed.     Agents  were  then  em- 
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ployed  on  behalf  of  the  company,  to  take  the  deed  into 
the  country,  to  invite  the  public  to  become  shareholders^ 
and  to  procure  their  signatures  to  the  deed. 

In  July,  1851,  the  deed,  with  the  false  skin  apparently 
forming  an  integral  part  of  it,  was  accordingly  taken  into 
the  country;  and  on  the  5th  of  October,  1852,  it  was  finally 
returned  to  London  into  the  hands  of  the  directors. 


Upon  examination  of  the  deed^  in  the  month  of  Octo- 
ber, 1852,  the  hiae  skin  was  found  to  have  been  re- 
moved. 

In  the  meantime  many  persons  had  signed  the  deed, 
and,  eventually,  considerably  more  shares  than  the  original 
capital  of  1 0,000^.  were  subscribed  for  and  issued ;  the  com- 
pany prospered;  and  from  1851  to  1855,  dividends  were 
paid  to  all  the  shareholders  on  the  increased  eapitaL 

In  the  summer  of  1855  the  company  was  in  embarraBsed 
circumstance&  In  December  in  that  year,  a  conunittee  of 
investigation  sat  to  inquire  into  the  state  of  its  affisdra  In 
January,  1856,  all  the  directors  resigned,  the  committee 
were  elected  in  their  stead,  and,  a  few  months  aftei^ 
wards,  they  passed  a  resolution  that  the  company  should 
be  wound  up.  Shortly  afterwards,  an  order  was  made  'fi>r 
winding  up  the  company  under  the  above-mentioned 
Acts. 


In  settling  the  list  of  contributories,  it  was  determined  by 
the  Vice-Chancellor  in  chambers,  that  a  Mr.  Cox,  a  Mr. 
NayloTy  and  a  third  gentleman,  who  had  signed  the  deed 
previously  to  October,  1852,  ought  not  to  be  placed  upon 
the  list,  it  being  proved  to  his  Honour's  satisfaction  that 
they  had  signed  the  deed  while  the  interpolated  skin  formed, 
to  all  appearance,  an  integral  part  of  that  instrument. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  809 

The  questiozifl  raised  by  the  present  motions  were,  as  to         1858. 
the  liability  of  two  persons  named  Painter  and  Rich    Ki^toKD*M 
maruL  Cam, 

AWD 

Paihteb's 
Painter  had  been  placed  on  the  list  of  oontributories  for 
350  shares,  part  of  the  estate  of  Elizabeth  HockUy,  de- 
ceased, of  whom  he  was  adnunistrator,  and  on  which  all 
calls  had  been  paid.  It  appeared  that  Elizabeth  Hockley 
had  ogned  the  deed  in  1853,  after  the  false  skin  had  been 
lemoTed. 

Richmond  had  been  placed  on  the  list  for  2100  shares, 
under  the  following  circumstances  : — 

On  the  23rd  of  February,  1852,  he  had  purchased  and 
ogned  the  deed  for  1000  shares,  which  he  eventually  sold, 
and  as  to  which  no  question  now  arosa  He  was  imme- 
diately elected  a  director  of  the  company.  In  October, 
1852,  he  signed  the  deed  for  2000  more  shares,  under  cir- 
cumstances which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Courts  precluded 
him  from  insisting  that  the  deed  was  then  in  an  interpo- 
lated condition.  As  to  these  shares  he  deposed  to  this 
effect,  that,  in  October,  1852,  being  then  a  director,  and 
holding  the  1000  shares,  he  proposed  to  his  co-directors 
that  as  35,000  shares  had  then  been  subscribed  for,  they 
should  limit  the  issue  to  50,000,  and  that  the  directors 
should  subscribe  for  the  15,000  still  remaining  unissued, 
and  hold  them  among  themselves,  but  in  trust  for  the 
company,  in  order  to  keep  a  check  upon  the  officers  of  the 
company,  who  were  granting  them  too  freely;  that  he 
himself,  to  set  the  example,  subscribed  for  2000  shares;  but 
none  of  his  co-directors  followed  his  example;  and  after 
some  discussion,  from  time  to  time,  the  scheme  was  aban- 
doned ;  that,  under  these  circumstances,  he  considered  the 
whole  transaction  null ;  and  the  tsjci  of  his  having  sub- 
scribed for  the  2000  shares  did  not  recur  to  his  mind  till 
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RicmiOTD'8    ^^^^  Office,  in  consequence  of  hearing  that  the  company 
Casb, 
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was  likely  to  come  to  mischief,  he  found  his  name  returned 
as  the  holder  of  3000  shares 

No  minute  appeared  in  the  minute-book  of  the  company 
in  reference  to  the  2000  shares,  or  to  the  proposal  above 
mentioned.  The  shares  were  not  handed  over  to  Rick- 
Tnond,  nor  did  he  make  any  payment  upon  them ;  but  in 
February,  1863,  he  being  still  a  director  of  the  company, 
a  return  was  made  to  the  Stamp  Office,  in  which  he  was 
returned  as  the  holder  of  3000  shares. 


In  August,  1854,  he  withdrew  from  the  direction ;  and 
about  the  same  time  the  directors^  finding  that  he  was 
proposing  to  sell  the  1000  shares,  in  order  to  prevent  his 
doing  so,  gave  him  a  bond,  under  the  seal  of  the  company, 
purporting  to  indemnify  him  from  all  liability  in  respect  of 
those  shares. 


In  June,  1855,  finding  that  he  had  been  returned  to  the 
Begistration  Office  as  the  holder  of  the  entire  number  of 
3000  shares,  and  having  heard  that  the  company  were 
likely  to  come  to  mischief,  and  that  there  were  already  an 
execution  against  the  company's  efiects,  and  four  or  five 
judgments  outstanding  against  the  company,  he  applied  to 
the  manager  to  get  the  2000  shares  cancelled.  The  direo- 
tors  thereupon,  and  at  his  suggestion,  made  a  call  of  5s. 
per  share  on  the  2000  sharea  Notice  of  the  call  was  sent 
to  him  by  the  manager,  with  a  note  to  him  from  the  lat- 
ter, to  the  effect,  that  the  board  thought  that  the  best  way 
to  solve  all  difficulties  The  call  was  not  paid ;  and  on  the 
16th  of  August,  1855,  the  manager  wrote  to  RichTOond, 
informing  him,  that  his  shares  had  been  forfeited. 

In  January  1856,  to  qualify  himself  to  sit  as  a  director, 
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Kehmond  purchased  and  signed  the  deed  for  the  remain- 
ing 100  of  the  2100  shares  with  which  he  was  now 
diaiged 

It  appeared,  that^  after  he  had  signed  the  deed  for  the 
2000  shares,  he  maintained,  when  complaints  were  made  of 
the  interpolation  of  the  false  clause^  that  such  a  fraud  was 
impossible,  and  that  no  such  clause  had  ever  been  inserted. 
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Mr.  Daniel,  Q-  C,  and  Mr.  Roxburgh,  now  moved,  on 
behalf  of  Richmond,  that  his  name  should  be  removed 
from  the  list  of  contributories  in  respect  of  the  2000,  part 
of  the  2100  shares,  for  wliich  he  had  signed  the  deed,  for 
the  following  reasons : — 

FvnL  He  had  signed  for  the  shares  in  question  in 
October,  1852,  and  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  false 
skin  had  then  been  removed,  and  the  deed  restored  to  its 
original  state. 

The  Yice-Chancellob. — Long  after  he  signed  the  deed 
for  those  shares,  he  maintained  that  the  clause  had  never 
been  inserted  in  it 


^^^fMRMIM* 


Mr.  Daniel. — ^But  the  deed  was  destroyed  as  a  deed  of 
settlement  of  the  company  the  moment  the  false  skin  was 
inserted ;  and  even  if  RichmoTid  executed  the  deed  after  it 
was  restored  to  its  original  state,  he  is  not  bound  by  its 
provisions.  If  those  who  executed  the  deed  while  the  false 
daose  remained  interpolated  have  been  released  from  being 
oontribatories»  those  also  should  be  released  who  executed 
it  on  the  &ith  of  their  execution.  This  is  a  partnership. 
The  number  of  partners  is  immaterial  Suppose,  then,  a 
case  of  four  partners,  and,  after  two  have  signed  the  deed  of 
{KUtnership,  the  third  is  entrapped  into  signing  by 'the  in- 
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sertion  of  a  fedse  clause^  which  is  then  removed — ^wotild 
not  the  fourth,  signing  after  its  removal,  have  a  right  to 
say,  **  I  signed  a  partnership  with  three  others,  and  I  ob- 
ject to  be  held  bound  to  become  a  partner  with  but  two/' 
Here  the  deed  is  no  longer  the  same  as  Richnumd  signed. 
He  signed  a  deed  to  which  three  persons  were  parties  who 
are  now  held  never  to  have  been  parties — a  deed  which 
made  him  a  member  of  a  partnership  in  which  persons 
were  partners  who  are  now  held  never  to  have  be^ 
partners.  The  deed  he  signed,  the  partnership  he  joined, 
no  longer  exist. 


SecoTvdly.  He  should  be  released  on  the  ground  of  the 
irregular  and  fraudident  manner  in  which  the  capitfd,  of 
which  these  shares  formed  part,  was  increased.  To  in- 
crease the  capital  lawfully,  the  deed  required  the  sanction 
of  two-thirds  of  the  shareholders  present  at  an  extraordi- 
nary general  meeting  of  the  shareholders,  duly  convened 
according  to  the  forms  specified  in  the  deed.  None  of  those 
forms  were  observed.  No  meeting  was  ever  held.  The 
capital  was  irregularly  increased ;  and  it  is  competent  to 
every  shareholder  to  dispute  the  transaction. 

The  Yice-Chancellor.  —  Was  not  Richmond  a  di- 
rector? 

Mr.  DomieL — ^But  he  was  not  cognizant,  as  director,  of 
frauds^  much  less  of  this  which  was  perpetrated  before  he 
joined  the  direction. 


Thirdly.  He  is  entitled  to  exemption,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  transaction  with  regard  to  the  2000  shares  was 
never  completed,  and  the  shares  have  since  been  cancelled. 
The  proposal  was,  that  each  director  should  take  2000 
shares  for  the  benefit  of  the  company,  to  be  held  in  trust 
for  the  company.     Richmond  signed  for  2000,  but  none 
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of  hifl  oo-directors  followed  hia  example;  the  scheme  was 

abandoned,  and  he  never  heard  of  it  again  till  his  name  was 
discovered  in  the  Registration  Office  returned  as  the  holder 
of  the  shares:  immediately  upon  which  he  procured  them 
to  be  cancelled.  This  he  was  entitled  to  do,  for  it  was 
never  intended  that  they  should  be  held  by  him,  except  for 
a  specific  purpose;  and  that  purpose,  owing  to  the  want  of 
co-operation  on  the  part  of  his  co-directors,  never  became 
possible.  Then,  as  to  the  powers  of  the  directors  to  cancel 
the  shares,  the  case  is  clear:  for,  by  the  95th  clause  of  the 
deed,  they  had  power,  in  the  event  which  happened,  to  de- 
dare  shares  to  be  forfeited ;  and,  if  that  clause,  for  any  rea- 
son, should  be  held  inapplicable,  by  the  38th  clause  they 
had  a  general  power,  wherever  the  deed  was  silent  or  did 
not  otherwise  provide,  to  act  in  the  direction  of  the  con- 
cerns of  the  society  in  such  manner  as  they,  in  their  abso- 
lute discretion,  should  think  most  conducive  to  the  interests 
of  the  society. 
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Upon  this  part  of  the  case  they  cited  Bereaford'a  case  (a), 
DavidsoTi/a  case  (6),  and  Cockbum's  case  (c),  the  case 
of  RobinsoiVs  Executors  (d),  and  the  case  of  Mevxcs 
Executors  (e). 


Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  P^igott,  now  moved  that  Pain-  March  \sth. 
Ur  should  be  excluded  fix)m  the  list  of  contributories,  rely- 
ing  upon  the  same  arguments  as  those ^rs^  adduced  in  sup- 
port of  the  previous  motion,  and  citing  Sheppard's  Touch- 
stone, Pigot'a  case  (/),  Seaton  v.  Henson  {g),  Doe  d.  Lewis 
V.  Bingham  (h). 


(a)  2  M*N.  &  Gor.  197. 
(*)  18  Jnr.  722. 
(«)  4  De  G.  &  Sm.  177. 
W2D.M.G.  517. 


(e)  Id.  522. 

if)  Rep.  Part  xi.  26  b. 

(g)  2  Lev.  220. 

(A)  4  B.  &  Aid.  672,  677. 


su 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1858. 

RlCHHOND*8 

Casb, 

AND 

Painter's 
Casb. 

JudgmemL 


Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  W.  D.  Lewis,  contra,  were  not 
heard. 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

The  circumstances  of  this  case  are  very  painful  The 
deed  of  settlement  belonging  to  the  company  is  proved  to 
my  satis&ction  to  have  been  tampered  vrith  since  its  first 
registration  in  May,  1851.  The  deed  was  then  registered 
in  the  form  in  which  it  now  stands ;  but  in  July  following, 
or  between  May  and  July  in  that  year,  some  person  or  per- 
sons, it  does  not  appear  who  they  were,  fraudulently  inserted 
in  the  deed  a  sheet  of  parchment  containing  a  clause  pur- 
porting to  limit  the  liability  of  all  subscribers  to  the  deed 
to  the  amount  of  their  shares.  The  attention  of  the  public 
was  called  to  this  clause  by  a  printed  prospectus  announcing 
the  fact,  and  setting  out  the  clause  in  question,  which  it 
represented  as  an  extract  from  the  deed  ;  and  to  that  pro- 
spectus were  annexed  the  names  of  the  secretary  and  of 
several  other  persons  who  then  acted  as  directors  of  the 
company.  In  July,  1851,  the  deed,  with  the  interpolated 
sheet  to  all  appearance  forming  part  of  it,  was  sent  into  the 
country  to  be  signed  ;  and  on  the  5th  of  October,  1852,  it 
was  finally  returned  to  London,  and  came  again  into  the 
hands  of  the  directora 


How  long,  during  the  interval  between  July,  1851,  and 
the  5th  of  October,  1852,  the  interpolated  sheet  remained 
in  appearance  part  of  the  deed  is  not  clear ;  but  three  per- 
sons,— ^Mr.  Oox,  Mr.  NayloVy  and  a  third  person, — are  dis- 
tinctly proved  to  have  signed  the  instrument  while  it  re- 
mained in  that  condition.  The  result  has  been,  that  those 
three  persons,  having  proved  that  they  executed  the  instru- 
ment when  it  contained  to  all  appearance  a  clause,  which,  in 
fact,  did  not  then  or  at  any  other  time  form  part  of  it,  have 
escaped  from  having  their  names  placed  upon  the  list  of 
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contributories,  the  contract  they  entered  into  not  being  of  the        1 SA8. 

description  specified  in  the  act  of  provisional  registration,  j^^^omt'B 
or  upon  wliich  the  business  of  the  company  was  ever,  in  any        ^^'* 

sense,  carried  on.  Paihtm's 

CAtt. 

I  have  now  to  consider  the  effect  of  that  state  of  cir-      •^•*"'*^- 
comstanoes  with  reference  to  subsequent  subscribers  to  the 
deed 

As  regards  original  subscribers,  who  signed  the  deed  in 
its  original  state,  and  before  it  had  been  tampered  with,  it 
is  dear  that  the  subsequent  alteration  did  not  invalidate 
their  signature,  or  affect  the  transaction  as  against  them. 
In  Doe  d  Levna  v.  Bingham  (a),  the  question  was,  whether 
a  deed,  which  was  produced,  and  which  had  evidently  been 
tampered  with  by  interlineation  and  otherwise,  was  valid  as 
to  persons  who  had  executed  it  before  its  alteration ;  and  the 
Court  held  that  it  was ;  for  it  would  be  absurd  to  say,  that 
the  alteration  of  a  deed  would  render  it  invalid  against  one 
who  had  previously  executed  it,  unless  his  position  was 
sJteied,  for  even  the  destruction  of  the  deed  would  not  have 
that  effect  The  cancelling,  or  even  destruction  of  a  deed, 
does  not  prevent  an  estate  froxa  passing.  In  that  case, 
therefore,  it  was  held  that  the  alteration  had  no  effect  on 
those  who  previously  executed  the  deed. 


But  the  question  here — and  a  very  singular  one  it  is 
relates  to  those  who  signed  the  deed  under  these  circum- 
stances. Three  persons  having  executed  the  actual  instru* 
ment,  but  with  a  clause  interpolated  which  rendered  it  not 
the  instrument^  as  between  them  and  the  company,  which 
hound  the  rest  of  the  shareholders  inter  se, — at  some  subse- 
quent period  that  clause  is  removed,  and,  after  its  removal, 
the  instrument  is  executed  by  a  vast  number  of  persons. 
But  all  the  persons  who  so  executed  the  instrument  after 

(a)  4  B.  &  Aid.  672,  677. 
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members  of  thifi  numerous  partnership  who  signed  the  deed 
^£t6r  it  was  restored  to  its  original  state,  and  after  the  re- 
moval of  that  which  defrauded  the  others,  are  entitled  to 
escape^  merely  because  they  have  lost  three  contributories, 
whom  they  believed  to  be  members,  like  themselves^  of  the 
company. 

As  regards  PcmUer^a  case,  it  is  dear  that  his  testatrix 
executed  the  deed  after  it  had  been  restored  to  its  original 
conditioxL  The  deed  was  in  its  original  condition  at  the 
dose  of  the  year  1852,  and  she  did  not  execute  it  till  1853 ; 
and  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  she  supposed  it  to  con- 
tain any  clause  limiting  the  liability  of  shareholders^  or 
varying  the  nature  of  the  partnership  as  constituted  by 
the  deed  in  its  original  fonn. 

Richmond'a  case  stands  somewhat  differently  as  to  the 
execution  of  the  deed.  He  executed  it,  in  respect  of  the 
2000  shares  from  which  he  now  seeks  to  be  relieved,  in 
October,  1852  ;  but  at  present  I  must  assume — and  there 
is  suffident  ground  for  assuming — ^that  he  also  executed 
after  the  deed  was  restored  to  its  original  condition.  [His 
Honour  mentioned  the  facts  on  which  he  founded  this  as- 
sumption, and  proceeded :]  And  beyond  that  I  have  Ridir 
mond's  own  evidence  against  him,  for,  when  the  fraud  was 
discovered,  and  complaints  made  to  the  directors  on  the 
subject,  his  reply  throughout — and  this  was  after  he  had 
signed  the  deed  for  the  2000  shares — ^was,  that  so  abomin- 
able a  fraud  could  never  have  been  perpetrated,  that  the 
deed  had  never  been  so  tampered  with,  involving,  of 
course,  this  assertion,  that  he,  too,  had  executed  the  deed 
in  its  original  form,  and  without  any  such  fraudulent 
clause.  After  that^  it  would  be  difficult  for  him  to  succeed 
in  establishing  that  he  executed  the  deed  while  the  addi- 
tional clause  remained  interpolated ;  and  from  what  he  has 
himself  said,  I  must  consider  that  he  executed  it  under  the 
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same  curcmnstaiioes  as  Favnt^%  testatrix,  namely,  as  it 
stands  leistered. 

The  next  question  with  regard  to  lZie&mo7u2 — and  it  is 
one  which  affects  Pavnier  also — ^relates  to  the  fraudulent 
increase  of  the  capital  of  the  company. 

The  deed  provided  that  the  capital  of  the  company 
should  be  10,6002.,  subject  to  a  proviso,  that  it  should 
be  competent  to  a  general  meeting  of  the  shareholders^ 
by  a  majority  of  two-thirds  of  the  shareholders  duly  con- 
v^ed  for  the  purpose,  as  mentioned  in  the  deed,  to  increase 
that  amount  to  100,0002^  That  being  so,  another  scandalous 
fiaud  is  perpetrated,  traceable,  in  this  instance,  I  deeply  re- 
gret to  see,  to  a  dergyman  who  was  diairman  of  this  con* 
.cem.  He  enters  in  the  minute-book  of  the  company  a 
mmute,  in  his  own  handwriting;  pturporting  to  be  a  minute 
of  an  extraordinaiy  general  meeting  for  increasing  the 
capital  of  the  company,  and  representing  resolutions  to  have 
been  duly  passed  at  that  meeting  for  increasing  the  capital 
to  100,0002.,  concluding  with  a  vote  of  thanks  to  himself  as 
chairman — all  entered  by  himself,  and  signed  by  himself 
as  chairman.  In  that  minute,  so  £Gff  as  at  present  appears; 
there  is  not  one  word  of  truth.  No  such  meeting  ever  took 
place,  and  the  whole  transaction  is  but  another  instance  of 
the  fi»ads  that  have  been  perpetrated  in  this  concern. 

It  is  quite  true,  that»  inasmuch  as  it  required  the  sanc- 
tion of  two-thirds  of  the  shareholders  present  at  an  extra- 
ordinary general  meeting  duly  convened,  to  increase  the 
capital,  there  having  been  no  such  meeting,  and  the  capital 
having,  therefore,  been  irregularly  increased,  it  was  compe- 
tent to  any  shareholder  to  dispute  it,  had  he  thought  fit  to  do 
sa  But  the  capital  is  de  facto  increased.  De  facto  new  shares 
are  issued  and  taken,  the  company  goes  on  and  prospers,  and 
from  1851  to  1855  dividends  are  made,  and  paid  to  all  the 
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isss.  Bhareholders,  on  the  incxeaaed  capital ;  and  I  thinks  npca 
that^  it  must  be  assumed  that  the  original  shareholdera— 
the  persons  entitled  to  complain  of  the  increase  of  capital 
— were  content  to  abstain  fix>m  inquiring  into  the  mode  in 
which  it  had  been  done.  They  accepted  the  sabscrqitioDB 
Judffmau.  f^jj^  jj^Q  public,  they  made  profits  on  them,  and  divided 
these  profits,  and  without  looking  to  the  cases  of  partn^- 
ship,  which  establish  that  partners  by  their  dealing  may 
dispense  with  the  express  provisions  oi  their  deed^  it  is  dear 
that  these  original  shareholders,  having  gone  on  for  four 
years  upon  that  footing,  and  dividing  profits  upon  the  in- 
creased capital,  must  be  taken  to  have  acquiesced  in  the 
irregular  mode  in  which  the  capital  was  increased.  The 
particulars  of  that  transaction  may  have  been  unknown 
to  them;  but  they  knew  the  capital  had  been  increased  in 
£act,  and  were  content  not  to  inquire  how  it*  had  been  done. 
The  shareholders  cannot  be  considered  as  relieved  firom 
inquiring  whether  that  general  meetmg  had  ever  been  held. 
Every  shareholder  must  be  supposed  to  have  known  tiiat 
such  a  meeting  could  not  be  held  without  notice.  Every 
shareholder  must  have  known  whether  he  had  been  in- 
vited to  attend  such  a  meeting  or  not ;  and  to  hold  that 
these  original  shardiolders  did  not  acquiesce  in  the  irregifr- 
lar  mode  in  which  this  capital  was  increased,  would  be 
giving  them  an  opportunity  to  do  that  which  would  be»  in 
fact,  a  fraud  upon  all  those  who  were  admitted  into  the 
company  as  subscribers  of  the  additional  capital 


It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  neither  Richmond  nor 
Pamter  can  daim  to  be  released  on  the  ground  ci  the 
increase  of  capital 

Another  ground  upon  which  Ri4^mond  daims  ezemp. 
tion  in  respect  of  the  2000  shares  with  whidi  he  is  now 
chaiged  is,  that  those  shares  were  cancdled  by  the  directon. 


In  reference  to  that  part  of  his  case,  the  facts  are  these : 
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Qrigi]iall7»  in  Febroary,  1852,  he  signed  the  deed  for  1000 
8hara»  whidi  he  afterwards' sold,  and  as  to  which  no  quea- 
tioii  now  arises.  Haying  paid  for  those  aharea^  and  signed 
the  deed  for  them,  he  afterwards  became  a  director  of  the 
company.  He  appean  to  have  been  a  person  in  whom  the 
other  direchMTs  placed  considerable  confidence,  in  respect  of 
his  position  and  intelligence;  and  in  October,  1852,  it 
seems^  according  to  his  own  evidaice,  to  have  occurred  to 
him  as  desirable,  that  the  directors  should  take  a  certain 
number  of  shares  among  themselves  to  prevent  improper 
jobtnag,  and  with  the  view  ultimatoly  of  converting  the 
company  firom  a  share  company  to  a  mutual  insurance 
company;  and  accordingly  he  proposed  that  every  director 
should  take  2000  8hare&  No  minuto  appears  to  have 
been  entered  on  this  subject;  but  Richmond  signs  the  deed 
for  8000  sharea  He  did  that  in  October,  1852.  He  says, 
the  idea  was,  that  the  directors  were  to  hold  the  shares  to 
be  so  taken  by  them  for  the  benefit  of  the  company;  but 
the  directors  did  not  enter  any  noto  to  that  effect  upon  the 
miDtttes^  and  the  result  was,  as  between  lUeknumd  and 
the  other  shareholders,  that  he  was  in  a  position  to  deal 
with  the  2000  shares  as  his  own.  The  shares  were  not 
handed  over  to  him;  but,  in  February,  1853,  he  being  then 
himself  a  director,  a  return  was  made  to  the  Stamp  Office^ 
in  which  he  was  returned  for  the  2000  shares,  as  well  as  his 
original  1000,  so  tha;t  he  there  appeared  to  all  the  world 
to  be  the  holder  of  3000  shares.  In  August,  1864,  he 
withdrew  from  being  a  director.  About  the  same  time  he 
talked  of  selling  his  1000  shares;  and  then  it  was  (although 
I  do  not  say  it  is  material  to  enter  into  that  transaction), 
that  he  took  a  bond  of  indemnity  from  the  directors,  under 
the  seal  of  the  company,  in  respect  of  those  1000  shares, 
which  they  were  averse  to  hia  selling.  In  August,  1855, 
the  transaction  occurred  with  reference  to  the  cancelling  of 
the  2000  shares  for  which  he  had  signed  in  October,  1852. 
What  took  place  was  this : — He  was  registered  as  the  pro- 
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prietor'  of  those  2000  shares;  and,  acoording  to  his 
own  aocotintv  he  was  first  led  to  consider  his  position  m 
consequence  of  a  friend  suggesting  to  him  that  the  com- 
pany was  not  going  on  satisfiM^rily,  that  the  cleigyman 
was  managing  matters  in  a  veiy  unsatisfiM^toiy  way,  and 
if  they  did  not  take  Csixe  they  would  come  to  mischief.  He 
then  began  to  consider  his  position ;  and  in  June,  1855,  he 
sent  to  the  Begistration  Office,  and  fotmd  himself  roistered 
for  these  2000  shares.  In  the  meantime,  in  addition  to 
what  his  friend  had  suggested  to  him,  he  is  further  in- 
formed of  this  fact,  that  there  was  actually  an  execution 
against  the  company's  effects,  and  that  four  or  five  judg- 
ments were  then  outstanding  against  tlie  company.  He 
then  thinks  it  right  to  get  rid  of  his  shares,  and  it  occurs 
to  him  that  his  mode  of  doing  so  will  be  by  means  of  the 
clause  relative  to  forfeiture  contained  in  the  deed;  and  he 
himself  suggested  the  plan  for  getting  rid  of  his  liability 
on  that  footing. 


It  was  argued,  that,  looking  to  the  original  agreement 
upon  which  he  signed  for  the  2000  shares,  he  was  entitled, 
as  between  himself  and  the  directors,  to  have  those  shares 
cancelled,  because,  in  truth,  it  was  never  intended  that  they 
should  be  held  by  him,  except  for  a  specific  purpose.  But 
the  answer  is,  that  he  has  not  dealt  upon  that  footing ;  there 
is  no  trace  of  the  shares  having  been  taken  upon  that  footing, 
nor  does  he  attempt  to  get  rid  of  them  upon  that  ground. 


Then,  the  observations  of  Lord  8t.  Leonards,  in  the  case 
of  Robinson's  Ea^eciUors (a),  are  strictly  applicable;  and 
the  decision  in  that  of  Meux's  ExecutorsQi)  does  not  apply. 
In  the  latter  case,  Lord  St  Leona/rds  notices  the  fact,  that 
the  whole  transaction  relative  to  the  500  credit  shares  had 
been  kept  private,  the  shareholders  knew  nothing  about  it> 
it  was  known  only  to  Metix  and  his  co-directors ;  and  when 

(a)  2  D.  M.  G.  517.  (b)  Id.  522. 
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his  500  credit  shares  were  cancelled  by  his  co-directors,  no 
one  had  been  misled  or  injured  by  what  had  previously 
taken  place,  but  every  one  stood  exactly  as  he  had  stood 
befora  Then, — and  it  was  upon  this  ground  that  Lord  St 
Leonards  mainly  relied, — ^the  executors  of  Metix  were  told 
by  those  veiy  directors  who  had  joined  with  the  deceased 
in  the  irregular  proceeding,  that  their  testator  held  20 
shares, — ^which  the  Lord  Chancellor  held  to  be  a  represen- 
tation that  he  held  20  shares  and  no  more, — and  upon  the 
fieith  of  that  representation  they  distributed  the  assets; 
and  yet^  sev^i  years  after  the  assets  had  been  distributed 
by  the  executors,  upon  the  fiedth  of  the  representation  so 
made  to  them  by  the  directors,  the  claim  was  brought  in 
respect  of  the  whole  of  the  500  sharesL  Under  those  dr- 
comstanoes.  Lord  SL  Leonards  held  the  executors  dis- 
chaiged  firom  all  liability  in  respect  of  those  shares :  but 
he  admitted  the  case  to  be  one  which  tried  the  doctrine 
of  law  and  equity  very  strongly,  Meux  himself  having 
been  one  of  the  original  wrongdoers ;  and  that  he  might 
have  held  otherwise  had  the  daim  been  asserted  imme- 
diately after  the  occurrence  of  the  transaction. 


1858. 
Rioumond'8 

CA8B, 
AND 

Paiktsb's 

Cabs. 


In  the  present  case,  I  find  none  of  those  incidents  on 
which  Lord  SL  LeoTUx/rds  relies  in  the  case  of  Meux's  Eao- 
eeutors.  Here  the  transaction  as  to  the  2000  shares  is  not 
kept  private  firom  the  general  body  of  shareholders.  Rich- 
mond is  published  to  the  world  as  the  holder  of  those  shares, 
and  the  only  question  is,  whether  he  has  got  rid  of  them. 


Several  clauses  in  the  deed  have  a  bearing  on  this  part 
of  the  case,  but  the  clause  immediately  relating  to  forfeiture 
is  the  95th.  By  that  clause  it  is  provided,  that  in  case 
any  shareholder  shall  refuse  to  pay  any  call  or  instalment 
made  or  called  for  as  there  referred  to,  with  the  interest  (if 
any)  payable  thereon,  and  shall  continue  in  such  default 
for  the  space  of  two  calendar  months  after  the  day  ap- 
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1858.  ])ointed  for  payment  of  such  call,  the  numager  shall  send  to 
P^^^^^tg  every  8«ch  shaieholder  a  notice  in  writing,  qMcifyii^  the 
iamount  due,  and  requiring  payment  thereof  within  twenty- 
one  days  fix)m  the  date  of  such  notice,  on  pain  of  for- 
feiture ;  and  if  such  amount  be  not  piad  within  the  tune^ao 
spedfied,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  directors  to  declare  the 
shares,  in  respect  of  which  such  instalment  and  interest  Q£ 
any)  or  any  part  thereof  shall  then  remain  unpaid,  to  be 
forfmied,  and  the  same  shall  be  forfeited  accordingly  to 
the  ua$  of  the  aooiety. 

Then,  by  the  98ih  clause,  **  the  directors  are  empowered 
either  to  retain  or  sell,  for  the  benefit  of  the  eodetjf,  all  audi 
shares  as  shall  be  declared  forfeited/' 


The  meaning  of  these  two  clauses  is  clear.  There  is  no 
power  whatever  given  to  the  directors  to  caned  any  shares. 
The  deed  contemplates  the  possibility  of  the  directors  think- 
ing it  for  the  benefit  of  the  company  to  declare  sharas  to  be 
forfeited — not  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  any  shareholder 
firom  liability — ^but  for  the  benefit  of  the  company.  It 
contemplates  that  a  time  will  come  when  the  shares  will  be 
of  more  value ;  and  it  provides,  that^  when  that  time  has 
come^  and  whai  it  will  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  company, 
the  directors  shall  have  power  to  deal  with  the  shares  and 
sell  them;  but  it  gives  them  no  power  whatever  to  cancel 
a  single  shares  or  to  dirninish  in  any  way  the  capital  of  the 
company. 

I  was  referred  subsequently  to  the  38th  clause,  whidi 
vests  certain  general  powers  in  the  directors,  and  condudes 
by  empowering  them  **  generally,  when  these  presents  are 
silent^  or  do  not  otherwise  provide,  to  act  in  the  direction 
of  the  concerns  of  the  society  in  such  manner  as  in  their 
absolute  discretion  they  shall  think  most  condudve  to  the 
interests  of  ihe  sodety."    But  in  reference  to  that  clause;,  it 
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28  dear  ihat  the  directors  did  not  think  it  ^ocmduciTe  to 
the  interests  of  the  society"  to  release  Richnumd  in  re- 
spect of  these  shares,  because  they  had,  only  a  very  short 
time  previously,  given  him  a  bond  of  indemxuty  to  induce 
him  to  hold  them.  No  such  notion  ever  entered  their 
minds.  £iehmond  had  evidently  great  influence  with 
them.  They  wished  to  do  what  was  right  between  them- 
selves and  him,  and  for  his  benefit  they  released  him  and 
cancelled  his  shares^  not  forfeiting  them  for  the  benefit  of 
the  society,  or  with  the  view  of  transferring  them  to  others, 
(HT  sdling  or  disposing  of  them,  but  simidy  attempting  to 
do  that  which  they  had  no  power  to  do  under  the  deed. 
And  having  so  done,  they  return  him  to  the  Registration 
Office,  in  their  next  return,  as  holding  only  his  original 
1000  shares.  I  apprehend  that  this  transaction  on  the  port 
of  the  directors  is  entirely  vltxi  vires,  the  whole  object  of 
it  being  to  release  Miehmand,  which  they  were  no  more 
competent  to  do  than  they  were  to  release  any  of  the  ordi- 
naiy  shareholders  in  the  company.  The  whole  transaction, 
therefore,  was  simply  void. 


1S58. 


With  regard  to  Cbckbti/rn's  ease  (a),  the  first  question 
there  put  by  the  Yice-Chancellor  was  this : — "  Is  there  any 
evidence  cS  an  intended  fraud,  or  of  the  company  having  been 
in  fEuling  circumstances,  and  Mr.  Cockbum  wishing  to  be 
therefore  out  of  it?"  Was  this  company,  I  ask,  in  jGEuling 
circumstances  when  Richmond  procured  these  shares  to  be 
cancelled?  There  was  an  execution  in  the  house,  and  four 
or  five  judgments  outstanding  against  the  company.  I  do 
not  wish  to  use  a  harsh  expression  with  reference  to  one 
who  appears  in  this  instance  to  have  been  an  injured  man  ; 
buty  looking  to  these  circumstances,  this  certainly  is  a  case 
in  which,  to  the  eye  of  this  Court,  there  is  fraud.  That  a 
gentleman  who  had  been  a  director  in  the  company,  and 
only  ceased  to  be  a  director  in  August,  1854,  who  hdd 

(a)  4  D.  G.  &  6m.  177. 
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RlCHMOin>*8 

Casb, 

AND 

pAnrrsB'8 
Case. 

JmigmBiiL 


1000  shares,  and  had  a  great  interest  in  the  company,  and 
was  of  such  weight  and  influence  with  the  directors,  that 
they  gave  him  a  bond  of  indemnity  to  induce  him  to 
retain  his  1000  shares,  should  employ  that  influence  to  pro- 
cure those  who  had  been  his  brother  directors  to  cancel 
other  shares  of  his,  at  a  time  when  he  knew  the  company  to 
be  in  £Edling  drcumstanoes,  was  a  fraud  in  the  contempla- 
tion of  this  Court 


I  hold  that  the  cancelling  of  these  shares  was  beyond  Uie 
powers  of  the  directors,  and  therefore  Rickmond  must  re- 
main on  the  list  in  respect  of  the  2000  shares,  as  well  as  in 
respect  of  the  100  shares  that  he  purchased  afterwards. 

The  result  is,  that  the  list  will  remain  as  it  now  stands  as 
regards  both  Richrrumd  and  PainUer,  and  both  the  applica- 
tions wiU  be  refused. 


KENDALL  v.  THE  CRYSTAL  PALACE  COMPANY. 

X  HE  Plaintiff  was  a  shareholder  in  The  Crystal  Palaee 
Compcmy.  The  Defendants  were  the  company  and  its 
directors. 

The  bill  stated,  that,  by  letters  patent  or  royal  charier 
of  iaoorporation,  under  the  great  seal,  dated  16  Yict,  the 


March  2m. 

Charter^  Cfm- 
Btrwikm — 
ForfeUuirt 
Lor^a  Daif — 
TieheU  of  Ad- 
niarion — Mo^ 

Surrender  of 
Sharet— Pub- 
lic Companif. 

A  charter  of  incorporation  was  granted  to  the  company  on  condition  that  no  person  should 
be  admitted  to  the  oompany's  building  or  groonds  on  the  Lord's  day  in  oonsiderataon  of  any 
money  payment,  whether  made  directly  or  indirectly,  unless  the  sanction  of  the  legislatore 
should  have  been  obtained.  The  company  having  obtained  an  Act  of  Parliament,  author- 
ising their  directors  to  agree  with  the  proprietors  of  any  shares  or  stock  for  the  oonyeraioD 
thereof  into  tickets  of  admission  for  life  or  years  for  such  proprietor  or  his  nominee,  but  pro- 
viding that  nothing  therein  contained  should  relieve  the  company  from  any  condition  con- 
tained in  the  chaxter,  advertisements  were  issued  by  the  directors,  offering  to  accept  the  sur- 
render of  shares  in  exchange  for  tickets  of  admission  for  a  term  limited,  to  be  made  oat  to 
bearer,  and  to  be  available  for  Sundays  as  well  as  ordinary  days: — Hdd^  that  the  admission  of 
any  person  on  Sunday  by  means  of  such  a  ticket  as  proposed  would  occasion  a  foifeituzo  of  the 
company's  charter;  and  upon  bill  filed  by  a  shareholder,  the  company  was  restrained  from  ac- 
cepting a  surrender  of  any  shares  in  exchange  for  such  tickets  <  '    '    '   ' 
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company  was  incoiporated,  subject  to  the  conditions  con- 
tained in  their  deed  of  settlement  and  in  the  said  letter^ 
patent;  and  it  was  thereby  declared,  that  the  said  charter  ^ 
^ras  granted  on  the  condition  that  no  spiritnons  or  other  Palagb  Co. 
fennented  or  intoxicating  liquors  should  be  furnished  to  the 
persons  visiting  the  building  or  grounds  of  the  company : 
and  that  no  person  should  be  admitted  to  the  said  building 
or  grounds  on  the  Lord's-day  in  consideration  of  any  money 
payment^  whether  made  directly  or  indirectly,  imless  the 
express  sanction  of  the  Legislature  should  have  been  ob* 
tamed  for  admission  on  such  consideration,  and  then  only 
from  the  time  warranted  by  the  Act  of  Parliament 

The  bill  then  stated,  that^  by  The  Crystal  Pdlaoe  Com- 
pantos  Ad,  1856,  after  reciting,  amongst  other  things,  that 
it  was  expedient  that  the  company  should  be  enabled  to 
giant  to  the  proprietors  of  shares  or  stock  therein,  tickets 
of  admission  to  their  buildings  and  grounds  for  Ufe,  or  for 
certain  definite  terms  of  years,  in  lieu  of  the  interest  in  the 
capital  of  the  company  held  by  the  proprietors  who  might 
be  willing  to  acquire  such  tickets  of  admission,  it  was 
enacted  by  the  llth  section  as  follows  : — "It  shall  be  law*^ 
ful  for  the  directors  to  agree  with  any  proprietor  absolutely 
entitled  to  shares  or  stock  in  the  company  for  the  conver- 
sion thereof  or  of  any  part  thereof,  into  a  ticket  of  admis- 
sion into  the  buildings  and  grounds  of  the  company,  for 
such  proprietor,  or  the  nominee  of  such  proprietor,  either 
for  life,  or  for  such  term  of  years  as  may  be  determined  on, 
^  subject  to  such  conditions  as  may  be  agreed  on ;  and  the 
shares  or  stock  so  converted  shall  be  extinguished,  and 
cease  to  form  part  of  the  capital  of  the  company,  or  to  be 
entitled  to  any  interest  or  dividend,  or  to  confer  the  right 
of  attending  the  meetings,  or  voting  at  the  meetings  of  the 
company,  imless  these  rights  shall  be  reserved  in  the  agree- 
ment between  the  company  and  such  proprietor:  Provided 
^ways,  that  no  such  agreement  shall  be  entered  into,  or 
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IBSS,       oonveraion  of  shares  into  life-tickets  be  effected,  vmless  a  ma- 
^^^^     jority  of  the  proi»ietors  of  tke  company  in  general  meeting 
y*  assembled,  with  due  notion  of  the  matter,  shall  have  given 

Paulcb  Ca  general  authority  to  the  directors  to  e£kct  such  conversion." 
And  by  the  14th  section  it  was  enacted  as  follows: — ''Plro- 
vided  always,  and  it  is  hereby  declared,  that  nothing  herein 
contained  shall  alter  or  invalidate  the  said  deed  of  settle- 
ment or  charter,  or  shall  relieve  the  company  from  any 
covenants  or  conditions  contained  therein  respectively,  ex- 
cepting in  so  far  as  the  said  deed  and  charter  are  expressly 
varied  by  this  Act/' 

The  bill  then  stated,  that^  in  December,  1857,  the  direc- 
tors circulated  among  the  shareholders  their  report^  dated 
7th  of  December,  1857,  to  the  general  meeting  of  share- 
holders, to  be  held  on  the  17th  of  December,  1857;  in 
which,  after  setting  out  the  11th  section  of  the  company's 
Act  of  1856,  they  stated,  that,  in  confonnity  with  the  power 
conferred  by  that  section,  they  proposed,  that^  in  respect  of 
every  (ordinary  and  preference  share  which  should  be  agreed 
to  be  extinguished  in  terms  of  the  above-mentioned  section, 
a  ticket  should  be  issued  to  the  proprietor  of  such  shar^ 
entitling  him  to  a  certain  number  of  gratuitous  admissions 
to  the  palace  and  grounds  on  all  ordinary  shilling  days;  that 
after  the  fuU  number  of  admissions  for  which  it  was  issued 
had  been  made  use  oi  the  ticket  should  expire  and  be  re- 
turned to  the  company ;  the  ticket  to  be  available  without 
the  necessity  of  the  proprietor's  personal  presence,  and  to 
be  allowed  to  be  lent  and  used  by  a  party  of  persons  of  any 
number  at  a  time,  provided  the  number  did  not  exceed  that 
of  the  admissions  still  due  to  the  ticket ;  that  the  right  to 
use  the  tickets  should  not  extend  beyond  three  years  from 
•their  issue;  that  60  admissions  for  an  ordinaiy  share,  and 
'  120  for  a  preference  share,  would  be  a  fiedr  number  to  be 
adopted  for  the  first  issue;  and  that  a  list  should  be  at  once 
opened:   after  which  the  report  proceeded  as  follows:— 
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"  Admission   on  Sundaya — ^The  directors  farther  reoom-        1S58. 
mend,  that  a  resolution  of  the  hoard  be  passed,  authorising     "SZ^^JTT^ 
admissioii  by  these  tickets  to  the  palace  and  gnmnds  on  ^^^   *^' 
Sunday  afternoons,  afler  half-past  one  o'clock^  as  a  gra-    Paulcs  Co. 
toitotis  privilege,  and  without  any  money  payment  to  be 
made,  direcily  or  indirectly,  to  the  company  for  such  priyi- 
l^e,  the  number  of  persons  admitted  by  each  ticket  being, 
howerer,  recorded  upon  it^  The  Inll  stated,  that  this  report 
was  read  to  the  general  meeting  of  the  shareholders  held  on 
the  I7ih  of  December,  1857,  when  a  resolution  was  passed, 
authorising  the  board  of  directors  to  agree  with  any  pro- 
prietor for  the  conversion  of  his  shares  in  the  company  into 
tickets  of  admission  to  the  building  and  grounds  of  the 
company,  pursuant  to  the  11th  sectbn  of  the  company's 
Act ;  and  that  the  board  of  directors  should  be  requested  to 
pasB  a  resolution  authorising  admission  by  these  tickets  to 
the  palace  and  grounds  on  Sunday  afternoon,  as  a  gratuitous 
pririlege,  and  without  any  money  payment  to  be  made, 
directly  or  indirectly,  to  the  company  for  such  privilege. 

The  bill  stated,  that  an  advertisement  had  appeared  in  the 
Times;  and  a  circular  of  such  advertisement  had  been  dis- 
tiibuted  to  the  shareholders,  with  a  copy  of  the  11th  section 
of  the  company's  Act  annexed,  to  the  effect^  that^  pursuant  to 
the  resolution  passed  at  the  meeting  of  the  17th  of  Decem- 
ber, and  under  the  11th  section  of  the  Act,  the  directors  were 
prepared  to  receive  applications  for  the  surrender  of  shares 
in  the  company,  in  exchange  for  tickets  of  admission,  on  the 
following  terms : — ^"Admission  on  ordinary  days: — ^For  each 
<Hnginal  share  surrendered,  a  ticket  authorising  sixty  ad- 
missions to  the  building  and  grounds  on  all  ordinary  days, 
when  the  price  of  admission  is  not  more  than  one  shilling; 
for  each  preference  share  surrendered,  two  similar  tickets  of 
admission.  The  directors  can  only  receive  applications  for 
these  tickets  from  a  registered  shareholder,  but  the  tickets 
themselves  will  be  made  out  to  bearer.    Admission  on  Sun- 
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days: — ^In  aocordanoe  with  the  opinion  expressed  at  the  last 

general  meeting  of  shareholders^  the  directors  have  passed  a 

„     ^  resolution  authorising  admission  by  these  tickets  to  the 

Thb  Crtstal  ®  •' 

Palace  Co.    palace  and  grounds  on  Sunday  afternoons.'' 

8UUemeiU» 

The  bill  allied  that  the  Defendants  had  received  many 
applications  for  the  proposed  tickets,  and  intended  to  issue 
such  tickets^  and  to  admit  the  holders  to  the  building  and 
grounds  on  the  Lord's-day ;  but  that  the  express  sanction  of 
the  Legislature  had  never  been  obtained  for  the  proposed 
admission,  or  for  any  admission,  to  the  building  or  grounds 
on  the  Lord's  day  in  consideration  of  any  money  paymeat. 

The  bill  charged,  that  such  admission  would  occasion  the 
forfeiture  of  the  company's  charter  of  incorporation;  and 
that  many  persons  were  watching  to  see  whether  there 
would  be  any  violation  of  the  condition  against  Sunday  ad- 
missions, and  intended  to  raise  the  question  of  the  forfeiture 
of  the  charter  in  case  this  proposal  should  be  carried  into 
effect. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  Defendants  might  be  restrained 
from  accepting  the  surrender  of  any  shares  or  share  in  the 
company,  in  exchange  for  tickets  of  admission  on  the  terms 
specified  in  the  advertisement  of  the  17th  of  February, 
1858,  and  from  issuing  any  tickets  of  admission  on  such 
terms,  and  fr^m  admitting  any  person  to  the  building  or 
grounds  on  the  Lord's-day  in  consideration  of  any  money 
payment^  whether  made  directly  or  indirectly,  unless  the 
express  sanction  of  the  Legislature  should  have  been  ob- 
tained for  admission  on  such  consideration. 

The  Defendants  demurred  generally  for  want  of  equity. 

The  Plaintiff  gave  notice  of  motion  for  an  injunction,  as 
prayed  by  the  bill 
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Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hevwrnvng,  in  snpport  of  the 
demurrer^  contended,  that,  there  being  now  an  Act  of  Par- 
liament enabling  the  company  to  convert  shares  into  trans-  „  .   ^v. 

**  Thb  Crystal 

ferable  tickets  for  life  or  years,  the  proposed  issue  of  tickets    Palacb  Co. 
of  admission  for  every  day,  including  Sunday,  in  exchange     Ar^mmmt 
for  shares,  was  not  a  violation  of  the  conditions  contained 
in  the  charter.  . 

Such  conditions  were  always  construed  strictly :  RegmoL 
T.  ThtEasternArchipdago  Company(fl);  much  more  here, 
-where  the  penalty  was  raised  from  a  fine  of  200{.  (b)  to  the 
forfeiture  of  the  entire  property  of  the  company,  exceeding 
a  million  of  money.  And  the  condition  in  this  charter  did 
no  more  than  repeat^  but  with  feur  more  severe  and  stringent 
penalties,  the  provisions  of  existing  Acts  for  regulating 
places  of  public  entertainment,  and  for  preventing  abuses 
or  profismations  of  the  Lord's-day  (o).  The  course  the  De- 
fendants proposed  to  take  would  not  violate  any  of  those  pro- 
mans.  They  proposed  to  admits  not  the  public  generally, 
but  only  a  select  class,  which  was  not  within  any  of  those 
Acta  If  shareholders  accepted  their  proposal,  the  only 
resolt  would  be  a  conversion  quoad  such  shareholders  of 
their  rights  into  privileges  like  those  of  the  subscribers  to 
the  ZodogieaL  OwrdeTis,  who  had  always  been  admitted  to 
those  gardens  on  Sundaya  The  directors  of  this  company 
had  always  the  right  to  admit  their  friends  gratuitously 
on  Sunday.  The  company  itself  had  always  the  right  of 
admitting  their  shareholders  gratuitously  on  that  day;  and 
if  such  admissions  were  not  within  the  scope  of  the  charter, 
what  more  mischief  would  result  from  the  course  now  pro- 
posed by  the  Defendants  ? 

It  was  true,  that,  when  once  a  ticket  was  delivered  to  a 

(a)22LawJ.,Q.B.,206;  S.C,2Sld.  105, 106.    (5)21  Geo. 3, c. 49, 8.1. 
(e)  25  Geo.  2,  c.  96 ;  21  Geo.  3,  c  49. 
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1858.       shareholder  in  ezchange  for  hk  share,  it  might  be  sold  by 
^^j^^     him  out  of  doors,  and  the  shareholder  might  receive  mcmey 

Thb  c'tstal  ^^'  ^*'  ^^*  ^^*  ^"^^  ^^*  ^  money  payment  made  directly  or 
Palace  Ca  indirectly  to  the  eompcmy;  and  to  bring  the  case  within 
AtymnenL  the  prohibition  of  the  charter,  there  must  be  some  payment 
to  the  eompcmy;  some  money  consideration  mnst  readi  the 
hands  of  the  company.  The  object  of  the  prohilntion  was 
to  prevent  the  company  from  covertly  making  money  by 
such  admissions.  The  word  "  indirectly''  was  meant  to  af^ly 
to  an  evasive  mode  of  receiving  money,  e.  g.,  chaiging 
nominally  for  refreshments,  bnt  really  for  admission:  BeUU 
V.  BurghaU  (a),  Mwrka  v.  Bein^mva  (5). 

The  YiCfi-CHANGELLOB.— These  shares  have  a  value  in 
the  market  The  company,  by  purchasing  them^  eztingaish 
a  debt 

Mr.  James. — ^But  the  company  cannot  sell  them  again. 
They  will  be  simply  extinguished ;  and  the  effect  of  ex- 
tinguishing them  ¥rill  not  be  to  increase,  even  indirectly, 
the  receipts  of  the  company,  or  the  amount  divisible  as 
profits.  That  amount  will  remain  the  same,  but  divisible 
among  fewer  shareholders.  The  consideration  is  not  "a 
money  payment,''  but  the  retirement  of  a  partner. 

Suppose  leasehold  premises,  held  by  a  partnership  firm 
under  a  lease,  providing  that  an  assignment  in  consideration 
of  any  money  payment,  whether  made  directly  or  indirectly, 
without  leave  of  the  lessor,  should  work  a  forfeiture,  and 
suppose  one  of  the  partners  agreed  with  the  rest  to  retire  <hi 
condition  of  his  being  allowed  to  occupy  the  premises— could 
that  work  a  forfeiture  ? 

The  Solicitor  Oeneral,  and  Mr.  Busk,  for  the  Flaintifi^ 
were  not  heard. 

(a)  2  Esp.  722.  (b)  5  M.  &  W.  565. 
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Yics-Chakcellor  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  : —  i«58. 

RSVDAJLL 

I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  this  demurrer  cannot  „      *• 
,        .  .     ,  Th»  Cbtstax. 

be  sustmned.  Palaob  Ca 

I  have  not  been  asked  on  either  side  to  call  in  the  ^**^/^' 
assistance  of  a  common-law  Judge;  nor  do  I  think  it  ad- 
visabl^Ho  do  so,  because  the  parties  can  have  that  assist- 
ance elsewhere,  if  it  be  desired.  The  case  depends  simply 
upon  the  provision  of  the  charter  and  the  single  clause 
which  has  been  referred  to  in  the  Company's  Act  of 
Parliament. 

The  charter  is  veiy  clear  and  distinct  in  prohibiting  the 
use  of  these  grotmds  or  buildings  on  the  Lord's  day  for  any 
money-payment.  It  is  expressly  granted  on  this  condi- 
iion — "  that  no  person  shall  be  admitted  to  the  building  or 
grounds  on  the  Lord's  day  in  consideration  of  any  money- 
payment,  whether  made  directly  or  indirectly,  unless  the 
express  sanction  of  the  Legislature  shall  have  been  ob- 
tained for  admission  on  such  consideration,  and  then  only 
from  the  time  warranted  by  the  Act  of  Parliament"  It  is 
exceedingly  special:  it  does  not  even  reserve  to  the  Crown 
the  power  of  relaxing  the  prohibition.  It  says,  that  nothing 
short  of  an  Act  of  the  Legislature  shall  have  that  effect 

I  cannot  take  the  view  which  was  contended  for  in  argu- 
ment^ that  the  clause  in  question  was  intended  simply  to 
import  the  provisions  of  the  then  existing  Acts  of  Parlia- 
ment with  reference  to  the  observance  of  the  Lord's  day. 
If  it  had  been  so  intended,  it  would  have  been  very  simple 
to  say  so— nothing  more  would  have  been  necessary;  and, 
therefore,  many  of  the  observations  which  were  made  in 
argument  upon  the  words  ''public  entertainment"  have 
Qo  application  here.  In  cases  occurring  under  the  Acts 
of  Parliament  that  were  cited,  the  authorities  referred  to 

VOL.  IV.  z 


334"  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

may  very  possibly  show  that  the  prohibition  is  directed 
against  entertainments  given  to  the  public  generally,  and 
Thb  Cktbtal  ^P^*^  ^  ^^  persons  who  come  and  pay  their  money ;  and 
Palace  Co.    that  entertainments  given  not  to  the  public  generally,  but 
Judgment      to  a  particular  class  of  persons,  do  not  fedl  within  the  penal 
^         ~      enactment :  but  those  decisions  have  turned  upon  the  ex- 
pression  "  pvMic  entertainment '^  occurring   in  the  Act 
Here  there  is  no  such  expression.      The  word  "pablic" 
does  not  occur,  and  the  admission  of  a  single  person  would 
be  within  the  prohibition.     If  a  single  person  went  down 
on  a  Sunday  and  was  admitted  by  paying  a  shilling  or* a 
sixpence,  or  even  a  penny,  the  charter  would  be  gone. 

I  concur  so  far  with  what  was  said  in  argument  in  refer- 
ence to  the  words  "  directly  or  indirectly,"  that^  in  order  to 
bring  the  case  within  the  prohibition  of  the  charter,  there 
must  be  some  money-payment  coming  into  the  hands  of 
the  company, — ^that  what  was  contemplated  was  not  to 
prohibit  a  money-payment  made  by  other  parties  inter  se 
out  of  doors,  but  some  money-benefit  resulting  to  the  com- 
pany. 

Now,  I  will  first  suppose  that  there  were  no  Act  of  Par- 
liament in  the  case,  and  that  the  directors  of  the  company 
had  the  power,  which  the  directors  of  many  companies  have  • 
under  their  deed  of  settlement,  of  buying  up  shares  for  the 
benefit  of  the  company.  In  that  state  of  things,  the  direc- 
tors say  to  a  shareholder,  "  You  have  so  many  shares  in 
the  company,  we  find  this  clause  with  reference  to  the  non- 
admission  of  persons  on  the  Lord's  day  is  inconvenient, 
and  if  you  are  inclined  to  sell  us  your  shares  on  behalf  of 
the  whole  company  and  transfer  them  to  us,  we  will  give 
not  only  to  you,  who  will  have  ceased  to  be  a  shareholder, 
but  to  your  friend  or  your  nominee,  an  admission  on  so 
many  days,  including  so  many  Sundays.**  That,  I  appre- 
hend, would  be  clearly  within  the  prohibition.   Whether  the 
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words  "  money-payment  made  directly  or  indirectly '^  extend 

to  all  cases  of  money  or  money's  worth, — ^whether,  for  in* 

stance,  they  would  reach  the  case  of  the  presentation  of  a  _      ^' 

1  ^        ,  ,  ^      „  The  Cktbtal 

vase,  or  some  other  ornament,  for  the  palace,  I  will  not    Palacb  Ca 

stop  to  inquire.     But  if  the  directors  proposed  to  take  a      Jud^metu 

transfer  of  a  single  share  to  themselves  on  behalf  of  the     ^Z^^ 

company,  and  to  admit  the  shareholder  on  the  Lord's  day, 

that  would  be  clearly  and  distinctly  receiving  indirectly  a 

money-payment   The  share  is  not  itself  money,  but  it  is  im* 

mediately  convertible,  and  saleable  in  the  market  at  a  cer- 

tam  prica   It  is  given  up,  in  distinct  terms,  for  the  privilege 

of  that  admission ;  and  it  would  be  a  vexy  narrow  construe^ 

tion  of  the  charter  to  say«  that  the  prohibition  is  confined 

to  admissions  in  consideration  of  payments  made  in  actual 

cash,  and  does  not  extend  to  such  as  may  be  made  in 

shares,  not  even  (for  the  argument  must  go  to  that  extent) 

m  shares  in  the  public  funds,  or  the  like. 

In  the  present  case,  as  I  am  told,  the  directors  of  the 
company  have  no  such  power,  under  their  deed  of  settle* 
ment,  to  buy  up  shares  for  the  benefit  of  the  company ;  and, 
accordingly,  they  apply  to  Parliament  and  obtain  a  power 
under  the  11th  section  of  their  Act  to  convert  shares  into 
tickets  of  admission  to  the  proprietor  or  to  his  nominee, 
either  for  life  or  for  such  term  of  years  as  may  be  deter- 
nuned  upon.  And  it  is  argued,  that,  if  a  person  obtains  a 
ticket  of  admission  for  his  life,  he  would  be  entitled  there- 
upon to  claun  his  right  on  the  Sunday  as  well  as  on  any 
other  day.  But  the  provision  in  the  11th  section  of  the 
Act  must  be  coupled  with  the  provision  in  the  14th  section, 
"that  nothing  in  the  Act  contained  shall  alter  or  invalidate 
the  deed  of  settlement  or  the  charter,  or  relieve  the  com- 
puiy  from  any  covenant  or  condition  contained  therein, 
^cept  in  so  far  as  the  deed  or  charter  are  expressly  varie^l 
by  the  Act"  The  Legislature  have  before  them  the  char- 
^  which  says, — ^that  no  person  shall  be  admitted  to  the 

z  2 
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1858.       building  or  grounds  on  the  Lord's  day  in  consideration  of 

^^^^     any  money  payment,  whether  made  directly  or  indirectly, 

V-  unless  the  erpress  sanction  of  the  Legislature  shall  have 

Thb  Cbtbtal  ^ 

Fasjlce  Co.    been  obtained  for  admission  on  such  consideration.    With 

Judgmau  t^^^t  charter  before  them,  they  do  not  think  proper  to  give 
^^  such  express  sanction;  and  all  that  they  enact  is  the  pro- 
vision in  the  11th  section  as  regards  tickets  of  admission. 
Up  to  that  time  the  practice  of  the  company  as  regards 
tickets  of  admission  had  been  to  confine  such  admission  to 
days  not  prohibited;  and,  the  existing  tickets  of  admission 
being  confined  to  such  days,  when  I  find  that  Parliament 
by  this  11th  section  empowers  shareholders  to  part  with 
their  shares  for  "  tickets  of  admission,''  it  is  impossible  for 
me  to  assume  that  Parliament  meant  anything  but  the 
ordinary  tickets  of  admission,  which  oould  not  be  made  use 
of  at  all  on  the  Lord's  day.  Still  less  can  I  make  that  as- 
sumption, when  I  find  that  the  Legislature  not  only  abstains 
from  expressly  sanctioning  such  admissions  on  Sunday,  but 
also  takes  the  precaution  of  saying  in  the  14ih  section  of 
the  Act,  that  nothing  in  the  Act  contained  shall  alter  the 
charter,  or  relieve  the  company  from  any  covenants  or  con- 
ditions contained  therein,  excepting  in  so  far  as  the  charter 
is  expressly  varied  by  the  Act 

Such  being  the  effect  of  the  Act  of  Parliament^  one  is 
driven  back  to  the  original  consideration,  whether  sunen- 
dering  to  the  company  a  share  which  is  saleable  in  the 
market — a  share  on  which  future  dividends  will  be  payable 
if  the  company  prospers — and  obtaining  thereupon  a  ticket 
of  admission  on  the  Lord's  day  not  only  for  yourself  ii^ho 
have  then  ceased  to  be  the  proprietor,  if  you  have  only  one 
share,  but  also  for  such  nominee  as  you  may  choose  to  ap- 
IX)int,  is  not  in  effect  obtaining  a  ticket  of  admission  for 
money  indirectly  paid  for  the  benefit  of  the  company.  It 
seems  to  me,  that,  if  such  a  transaction  is  contemplated,  the 
charter  is  placed  in  a  degree  of  peril  that  entitles  any  share- 
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holder  to  call  in  the  assistance  of  this  Court  to  prevent  the        1858. 
company  finom  taking  such  a  step.  RuidIxI 

V. 

Ths  Crtbtal 
I  feel  the  less  difficulty  in  detennining  the  pointy  because,    Paulgx  Co. 

as  was  admitted,  it  can  only  he  determined  in  a  Court  of 
law  (except  by  taking  the  opinion  of  the  judges  beforehand 
for  the  assistance  of  this  Courts)  after  the  step  has  been 
taken  by  the  company ;  and  if,  after  that,  an  adverse  de- 
daion  should  be  given,  the  charter  would  be  gone,  and  that 
would  be  a  destruction  of  the  whole  of  the  company's  pro- 
perty 

As  &r  as  I  can  form  an  opinion  upon  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  charter,  the  effect  of  such  a  step  would  be 
a  forfeiture  of  the  company's  charter.  I  must,  therefore, 
ovoTule  the  demurrer. 

Ordered  accordingly. 


The  Sotieitor-Oeneral  then  proceeded  to  open  the  mo- 
tion for  an  injunction. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — My  impression  is,  that  the  in-     judgment 
junction  ought  to  go,  upon  the  broad  ground  which  I  have  ^  ^  i^^ 
already  stated.     I  have  not  relied  on  any  of  the  minor  cir-         **^ 
cumstances  of  the  case. 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  submitting,  an  injunction  was  ordered 
ia  the  following  terms: — 

InJimcnoH,  restraining  the  Defendants  &c.,  from  accepting  a  sur-      Minute  of 
render  of  any  shares  or  share  in  the  company  in  exchange  for  tickets         __* 
of  adnussion,  on  the  terms  specified  in  the  advertisement  of  the  17th 
of  Febmaiy,  1S58,  and  from  admitting  any  person  or  persons  to  the 
Mding  or  grounds  on  the  Lord's  day  in  consideration  of  any  money 
Payment,  whether  made  directly  or  indirectly. 
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1857. 

Dee.  uol  In  Re  POWELL. 


A 


TruttuAct,  Bl  MORTOAOEE  in  fee  of  real  estate  died  intestate  as 

Vict,  c.  eoft.  7  ^  ^^6  legsA  estate  in  the  mortgaged  premises,  having,  by 

^der^infma  ^"*  ^^*  appointed  the  petitioners,  one  of  whom  was  a 

Mortgagee—  married  woman,  his  executors  and  executrix. 

Married  Wo- 
man— 3  ^4 

WiU.  4,  c.  74.  The  legal  estate  in  the  mortgaged  premises  having  de- 
A  mortgagee  scended  to  his  heir-at-law,  who  was  an  in&nt,  a  petition 
estjue  having  was  now  presented  under  the  Trustee  Act,  1850,  praying 
wIL^^m^  that  the  legal  estate  in  the  premises  might,  by  the  order 
gaged  premues,  of  the   Court,   be  vested  in  the  petitioners,   their  heirs 

which  desoend-  ,  pi  i»  u 

ed  on  his  death  and  assigns,  to  the  use  of  such  person  or  persons,  for  such 
heir,'tSS>urt,  estate  or  estates,  and  in  such  manner,  as  the  petitioners 
Son'b^WB  ex-  ^'  ^^®  survivors  or  survivor  of  them  should  by  any  deed  or 
ecntors,  one  of  deeds  appoint;  and  in  default  of  or  until  appointment  to 
married  wo-  the  uso  of  the  petitioners,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  subject  to 
OTder  undergo  ^^  equity  of  redemption  subsisting  therein. 

Tnutee  Act, 
1850,  Testing 

the  legal  es-  Mr.  G.  HoJl  Submitted,  that,  under  the  7th  section  of  the 
tioners,  to  sacb  Trustee  Act,  1850,  the  Court  had  power  to  make  an  order 
r^d  aj^int,  '"^  ^^  fo'°^  proposed. 

and,  in  default, 
to  the  use  of 

petitioners  in  The  executrix  being  a  married  woman,  such  an  order 

^e  equity  g£  would  enable  the  petitioners  to  reconvey  the  mortgaged 

[n  wSer^to  cm^  premises  to  the  mortgagor  without  the  necessity  of  having 

able  them  to  the  deed  acknowledged  by  the  married  woman  under  the 

reconvey  to  the 

mortgagor  Act  3  &  4  Will.  4,  C  74. 

without  the 

necessity  of 

havmg  the  The  Vicb-Chancellor  was  of  opinion  that  the  7th  seo- 

deed  acknow-  -^ 

ledgedbythe  tion  of  the  Trustee  Act  enabled  the  Court  to  make  an 
man  under  the  order  in  the  form  proposed ;  and  the  order  was  made  ac- 
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1858. 

TUCKER  V.  KAYESS.  April  30<a. 

SPECIAL  case. 


John  Tucker,  by  his  will,  in  1853,  bequeathed  as  follows:  wm^Cof^ 
— "I  give  and  bequeath  imto  my  trustees  and  executors  Lapse— ikrUe 
hereinafter  named  the  sum  of  10,000?.,  to  be  chargeable  ^^^l^J^Jl. 
and  paid  as  hereinafter  mentioned,"  He  then  directed  pose  of  Legacy 
them  to  invest  that  sum,  and  to  pay  the  interest  to  his  wife  Legacy  tink- 
for  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  hold  the  principal  in  trust  *Eftafa  Heir 
for  his  children   as  therein  mentioned     After  which  he    ^J"^"****^^ 

nduanf  iJevtaee. 

proceeded  as  follows: — "  [  give  and  bequeath  unto  my         

1  r  T^  1  .  ,  I.    1  .1    Beqnest  to  ex- 

nephew,  James  Kayeas,  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  said  ecuton  of  a 
sumof  10,000Z.  within  twelve  months  after  my  decease,  and  S^^e  chw^- 
the  payment  of  my  debts,  and  funeral  and  testamentary  aWo  and  paid 
expenses,  all  my  print  works  at  West  Ham,"  (&c.  describing  mentioned," 
certain  freehold  and  leasehold  property), "  to  hold  to  him,  his  tMtato?»*wife' 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigna"    The  testator  ^w forhu^u 
then  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  residuary  real  and  dren;  then  a 

^pSi  of  certain 

personal  estate  and  effects  to  his  wife  absolutely ;    and  freehold  and 
appointed  the  Defendants,  other  than  James  Kayess,  trus-  ^^y  ^  ^^ 
tees  and  executors  of  his  will.  nephew  « sub- 

ject  to  the  pay- 
ment "of  the 

The  testator  never  had  any  child.  said  sum  and  to 

testator's  debts; 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether  ary  devise  and 

bequest  to  the 
irife  absdntely.^ — Held,  as  between  testator's  widow  and  his  nephew,  that  the  sum  was  a 
charge  on  the  gift  to  the  nephew,  and  not  an  exception  out  of  that  gift ;  and  testator  never 
having  had  any  child,  the  sum,  subject  to  the  widow's  life-interest,  belonged  to  the  nephew : 
the  principle  being,  that,  where  there  is  a  gift  by  will  of  any  property,  whether  real  or  per- 
sonal, subject  to  a  particular  charge,  if  any  of  the  purposes  of  the  charge  fail  before  all  are 
aadsM,  the  donee  takes  the  property  relieved  from  the  residue  of  the  burthen,  which,  in  the 
events  that  have  happened,  the  testator  no  longer  intended  him  to  bear. 

Test  in  all  such  cases: — Is  the  thing  in  question  excepted  out  of  the  devised  property — ^in 
other  words,  did  testator  mean  to  give  that  property  mintu  the  thing  in  question,  or  is  it  a 
charge  on  that  property?  If  the  former,  then,  the  purpose  failing,  it  goes  to  the  residuary 
devisee;  if  the  latter,  to  the  devisee  of  the  property  charged. 

Whether  a  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  out  of  an  estate  has  ever  been  held  to  be  an  exception 
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Statement 


the  Plainiifl^  the  testator's  widow,  was  absolutely  entitled 
to  the  10,0002.,  or  whether  the  same,  subject  to  her  life 
interest  therein,  sank  into  the  estate  upon  which  the  same 
was  charged,  for  the  benefit  of  the  devisee  thereo£ 


Arffmnent  Mr.  fioft,  Q.  G,  Mr.  WUloock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hardy,  for 
the  Plaintiflt  *he  widow,  contended,  that,  according  to  the 
true  construction  of  the  will,  the  Plaintiff  was  absolutely 
entitled  to  the  10,000!. 

That  sum  was  an  exception  from  the  property  devised  to 
the  nephew.  It  was  excepted  and  separated  for  all  pur- 
poses and  for  all  time;  it  could  not^  therefore,  sink  into 
the  devised  estate;  but  the  principal  sum,  subject  to  her 
own  life  interest  therein,  must  go  to  the  Plaintiff  as  re- 
siduary devisee  and  legatee. 


This  was  not  like  the  case  of  In  re  Caoper^s  Legacy  (a). 
Here  there  was  a  bequest  to  the  executors  in  the  first 
instance,  and  the  devise  was  of  "print  works" — ^basinefis 
premises  generally,  whether  real  or  personal  property — ^not 
by  any  means  pure  real  estate;  and  to  property  of  that 
mixed  description,  the  feudal  notion  of  a  charge  sinking 
into  the  land  could  have  no  applicatioxL  The  effect  of  the 
will  was  to  take,  out  of  the  mixed  property  so  devised  and 
bequeathed  to  the  nephew,  this  sum  of  10,0001.  for  all  tima 
And  the  purposes  ulterior  to  the  widow's  life  interest  having 
fedled,  she  was  entitled  as  residuary  devisee  and  legatee. 

The  SoKdtor-Oeneral  and  Mr.  Tripp,  for  the  Defendant^ 
Javnea  Kayess,  were  not  heard. 


(a)  Cor.Vice-Chancellor  Wood, 
2March,  1863;  S.  C,  affirmed  on 
appeal  before  the  Lords  Justices, 
4   D.  M.  G.  757.     The  Vioe- 


Chancellor*s  judgment  is  printed 
in  a  note  to  23  Law  J.,  K.  S^ 
Ch.,  27. 
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Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

I  zeally  cannot  distingaish  this  case  from  In  re  Cocypen^a 
Legacy,  which  has  been  refierred  to  in  the  aigument  In- 
deed, the  expiessions  in  the  will  now  before  me  are  rather 
stronger  against  the  Plaintiff's  contention  than  those  in 
Cooper'a  case,  althoiigh  even  there  I  was  of  opinion,  and 
the  Court  above  concurred  with  me,  that  the  expressions 
vere  sufficiently  strong  to  support  my  decision. 


1858. 


In  the  case  of  Cooper's  Legacy,  the  devise  was  upon  trust 
'*to  raise  by  sale  or  otherwise ''  the  sum  in  question,  and  to 
permit  the  devisee  to  enjoy  the  estate  ^' after  raisbgas 
aforesaid,'' — expressions  which  did  leave  room  for  the  con- 
tention that  the  sum  was  excepted  out  of  the  devised  estate, 
and  that  the  testator  meant  to  devise  the  estate  minus  the 
Bomin  question;  and  yet,  even  there,  neither  this  Courts 
nor  the  Court  above,  considered  that  to  be  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  wilL    But  here  the  words  are  these, — "  I 
give  and  bequeath  unto  my  trustees  and  executors  herein- 
after named  the  sum  of  10,000Z.,  to  be  chaigeable  and  paid 
as  hereinaiter  mentioned;''  and  after  declaring  the  trusts 
of  that  saxa,  he  proceeds  thus  : — "  I  give  and  bequeath 
unto  my  nephew,  James  Kayees,  subject  to  the  payment 
of  the  said  sum  of  10,0002.,  and  the  payment  of  my  debts 
and  Amoral  and  testamentary  erpemeR,  all  my  print  wcnrks, 
tew"     In  other  words,  "I  charge  my  print  works  with 
10,0002w,  and,  subject  to  that  charge,  I  give  them  to  my 
nqihew."      That  being  so,  the  case  is  brought  entirely 
within  the  authorities  referred  to  In  re  Cooper's  Legacy, 
as  establishing,  that,  where  there  is  a  charge  by  will  upon 
property,  and  a  devise  of  that  property  subject  to  such 
charge,  if  the  charge  fails,  it  sinks  into  the  devised  property 
for  the  benefit  of  the  devisee. 


The  drcumstanco  of  this  sum  being  bequeathed  to  the 
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1858;  executors,  is  an  incident  in  the  PlaintifiTs  favour;  and,  had 
it  been  bequeathed  to  them  "  as  part  of  the  testator's  per- 
sonal estate/'  it  might  have  been  said  that  the  effect  of  the 
whole  was  this  : — ''  I  give  these  print  works  to  my  nephew, 
subject  to  this  circumstance,  that  I  give  2000{.  out  of  that 
property  to  my  personal  estate/'  But,  in  truth,  it  comes 
back  to  the  old  distinction  between  an  exception  and  a 
charge.  The  true  test  being  this : — Is  the  thing  in  ques- 
tion excepted  out  of  the  devised  property — did  the  tes- 
tator mean  to  give  that  property  minus  the  thing  in  ques- 
tion, or  is  it  a  charge  upon  the  devised  property.  If  it  is 
excepted  out  of  the  devised  property,  it  goes  to  the  resi- 
duary devisee ;  if  it  is  a  chaige  on  the  devised  property,  it 
sinks  into  that  property  for  the  benefit  of  the  person  to 
whom  it  is  devised ;  and  this  case,  I  must  say,  is  one  of  the 
strongest  I  ever  saw  of  the  latter  description. 

I  made  the  observation  In  re  Cooper's  Legacy,  that  "  I 
do  not  find  a  single  case  in  the  books  where  a  sum  of  money 
to  be  paid  out  of  an  estate  has  ever  been  held  to  be  an  ex- 
ception;'' and  I  am  still  of  that  opinion. 

I  apprehend  that  the  doctrine,  which  had  its  origin 
in  feudal  principles,  of  property  lapsing  for  the  benefit  of 
the  heir,  is  inapplicable  to  cases  like  this.  This  case  is 
simply  that  of  a  gift  subject  to  a  particular  charge;  and 
where  that  is  the  nature  of  the  gift,  whether  the  subject 
matter  of  the  gift  be  real  or  personal  property,  if  any  of  the 
purposes  of  the  charge  fail  before  all  are  satisfied,  the  donee 
takes  the  property  relieved  from  the  residue  of  the  bur- 
then, which,  in  the  events  that  have  happened,  the  testator 
no  longer  intended  him  to  bear. 

I  must,  therefore,  declare  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  en- 
titled to  the  10,000Z.,  but  that  the  same,  subject  to  her  life- 
interest,  belongs  to  the  testator's  nephew  under  the  gift  to 
him  in  the  wilL 
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POWELL  V.  AIKEN.  ^"rt/f'i 

20th,  2Ut,  4' 

T22iwi 
HE  Plaintiffs  were  lessees  for  a  term  of  years,  under  an  Mortgagor  and 

mdenture  dated  in  March,  1848,  of  all  mines,  veins,  and  ^^^^^ 

seams  of  coal,  in,  upon,  or  imd«r  certain  closes  of  land  in     p(u»—Ab- 

,.  ,  i><i*  i»T»««i  ttrttcting  Coal 

the  City  and  county  of  the  city  of  BnstoL  ^CorueqvenHal 

Ifyury — Da- 
mage* — 

These  closes  of  land  were  situate  between  two  collieries,  ^^^^J!^^ 
called  The  North  Side  Colliery,  and  The  Malago  Vale    inh^ction^ 
CoUiery,  which,  in  June,  1852,  became  vested  in  the  Do-      qf  Proof. 

fendant  CfarroM,  by  whom,  in  September,  1862,  they  were         

mortgaged    in  fee  to  a  joint  stock  banking    company,  pass  was  com- 

called  Stuckejfa  Bamking  Compcmy.     In  1854,  OarraU  jSff^mine, 

and  an  air- 
oonne  and  level  roads  made  throngh  it  underground  to  connect  a<^oining  collieries  in  mort- 
gage to  Defendants,  and  large  quantities  of  Plaintiffs'  coal  were  thereby  fhradulently  gotten 
and  removed  without  their  knowledge— Hie^ 

Pint,  That  the  Defendants,  the  mortgagees,  could  not  be  made  accountable  for  any  portion 
remored  by  their  mortgagor  while  they  allowed  him  to  remain  in  possession,  notwithstanding 
the  proceeds  of  the  coed,  so  wrongfully  removed  by  him,  had  found  their  way  week  by  week, 
bot  without  notice  of  the  fraud,  into  Defendants*  hands,  and  notwithstanding  they  continued  the 
use  of  the  air-course  and  roads  after  taking  possession,  and  retained  in  their  employment  as 
msoager  of  the  collieries  the  person  by  whose  agency  the  fraud  had  been  perpetrated. 

SoeoHdlg,  That  this  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  give  the  Plaintiffs  compensation  in  respect  of 
consequential  injury  by  reason  of  large  portions  of  their  coal  being  rendered  unworkable  and 
meless  to  them;  but  held, 

TkirdUf,  That  Defendants,  the  mortgagees,  could  not  be  allowed  to  retain  the  user  of  the 
ur-conrse  or  roads,  although  the  continuance  of  that  user  might  be  no  special  injury  to  the 
Plointiflfs;  but, 


Fcmrthlg,  That,  not  having  themselves  made  such  apertures,  they  could  not  be  ordered  to  fiU 
them  up. 

fy^j  That,  all  the  proceeds  having  been  traced  to  the  mortgagees,  and  no  portion  retained 
hy  the  agent,  the  latter  could  not  in  this  Court  be  made  personally  chargeable  fat  the  value  of 
the  ooal  removed,  notwithstanding  his  own  fraudulent  conduct  in  the  transaction. 

Form  of  order,  under  such  circumstances,  and  of  decree  for  an  account  against  the  mortgagor 
and  ntoitgagees,  and  as  to  the  allowances  to  be  made  to  Defendants  in  respect  of  the  coal  for 
which  they  were  held  accountable. 

If  won  by  Defen^nts  in  such  a  manner  as  seriously  to  ii^ure  the  rest  of  the  Plaintiffs'  ooal, 
Defendants  would  dI  entitled  to  no  allowance  for  winning  such  coal — Semble, 

Whether,  under  such  circumstances  as  the  above,  the  onus  is  not  upon  persons  in  the  position 
of  the  mortgagees  to  show  how  mui-h  coal  had  been  abstracted  by  themselves,  and  how  much 
by  others  before  they  took  possession — Q^mre, 

Distinction,  as  regards  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  between  damages  as  such,  and  wrongs 
Attended  with  profit  to  the  wrongdoer. 
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1858.        became  embarrassed  in  his  affairs;  and  on  the  29th  of  May, 
^  1854,  the  bank  took  possession  of  the  property  comprised 
in  their  mortgaga 

Shortly  before  the  bill  was  filed,  the  Plaintifib  discovered 
that  a  large  air-course  and  certain  level  roads  had  been 
made  underground  through  their  mines,  to  connect  the 
two  collieries  mentioned  above;  and  that  large  quantities 
of  the  Plaintiff'  coal  had  thereby  been  fraudulently  gotten 
and  removed  without  their  knowledge. 

The  precise  date  when  these  tortious  acts  were  com- 
mitted did  not  appear;  but  it  was  in  evidence  that  the 
chief  agent  in  their  perpetration  was  the  Defendant  Stewart, 
who  was  employed  by  Oarratt  as  his  agent  and  manager, 
to  superintend  the  collieries  while  he  continued  in  posses- 
sion, and  who  was  retained  by  the  banking  company  in 
that  capacily  after  they  took  possession  of  the  mortgaged 
property. 

It  was  in  evidence  that  Oarratt  had  an  account  at  the 
bank ;  and  it  appeared  by  the  bank  books  that,  week  by 
week,  the  moneys  received  by  him,  including  the  proceeds 
of  the  coal  improperly  abstracted  from  the  Plaintifls^  mines, 
were  paid  into  the  bank  to  the  credit  of  his  account,  and 
were  applied  by  the  banking  company  (but  without  notice 
of  the  fraud)  in  reduction  of  his  debt  to  them. 

It  appeared  that  the  Defendants,  the  banking  company, 
on  taking  possession  of  the  mortgaged  property,  not  only 
retained  Stewart  as  manager  of  the  collieries,  but  continued 
to  use  the  air-course  and  level  roads  through  the  Defend- 
ants' mine,  and  landed  and  raised  coals  by  those  means 
from  the  adjoining  collierie& 

The  bill  charged,  and  there  was  evidence  in  support  of 
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the  charge,  that,  in  oonsequenoe  of  the  trespasses  of  the  De*        is^s. 
fendants,  the  Plaintifi^  would  be  obliged  to  leave  additional      powKx 
buiiers  against  their  own  works,  and  the  coal  reqidred  for  ^' 

such  barriers  was  thereby  lost  to  the  PlaintifiGs;  that  the 
Plaintifib'  workings  were  injured  by  the  interruptions  in 
their  levels,  and  in  obtaining  access  to  their  works,  and 
were  excluded  altogether  firom  about  16,000  square  yards, 
(equal  to  as  many  tons)  of  this  coal,  which  were  severed  by 
the  Defendants'  trespasses,  and  could  not  ever  be  worked 

The  bill  prayed  an  account  of  all  coal  gotten  by  the  De- 
fendants under  any  of  the  lands  mentioned  in  the  Plainti£b' 
lease,  and  of  all  moneys  received  by  the  Defendants  by  the 
sale  of  such  coal;  that  the  Defendants  might  be  decreed 
to  pay  the  amount  of  such  moneys,  and  compensation 
for  the  aforesaid  severance  of  part  of  the  PlaintiflfH^  minesy 
and  the  loss  of  profit  on  the  mines  so  severed,  and  for 
the  coal  required  for  the  barriers  rendered  necessary  by  the 
aforesaid  trespasses,  and  for  all  other  injury;  and  that  the 
Defendants  might  also  be  charged  with  a  way-leave-rent  or 
royalty,  in  respect  of  their  use  of  the  air-course  and  roads 
in  the  Plaintiffs'  collieries,  and  the  landing  and  raising  of 
ooak  from  the  adjoining  mines  by  means  thereof. 

In  the  second  paragraph  of  the  prayer  the  Plaintiffii 
asked  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendants  £ix>m 
digging  coals,  and  from  carrying  on  any  workings  under 
the  lands  comprised  in  the  Plaintifis'  leasa 

The  bill  also  prayed  that  the  Defendants  might  be  or- 
dered to  stop  up  and  close  the  air-course,  and  to  stop  up 
and  remove  the  roads  made  in  the  PlaLntiflEs'  mines. 


Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  TT.  D.  LevAs,  for  the  Plaintiffi,      Argwnem. 
contended  that  the  banking  company  were  answerable  in 
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Argument, 


respect  of  all  coals  gotten  or  removed  from  imder  the  lands 
comprised  in  the  Plaintifis'  lease,  by  means  of  workings 
carried  on  from  the  Defendants'  collieries,  whether  the 
same  were  gotten  or  removed  before  or  after  the  bank  took 
possession  of  the  mortgaged  property. 

The  bank  were  mortgagees.  OarraM,  by  whom  the  Flam- 
ti£&'  coal  was  originally  abstracted,  was  at  that  time  their 
mortgagor,  and  stood  towards  them  merely  in  the  position 
of  tenant  at  will ;  and  whatever  trespass  was  committed  by 
him  upon  the  adjoining  lands  of  the  Plaintiffs,  whatever 
property  of  the  Plainti£&  was  wrongfully  abstracted  by  him 
in  the  course  of  such  trespass,  the  circumstance  of  his 
having  been  allowed  by  the  bank  to  continue  in  possession 
of  the  mortgaged  property,  made  the  bank  responsible  for 
his  misconduct;  as  at  law,  the  owner  of  land  may  proceed 
for  mesne  profits  by  an  action  in  the  nature  of  an  action  of 
trespass  against  a  person  not  actually  in  possession :  Doe 
V.  Harlow  (a).  Having  allowed  OarraM  to  continue  in  pos- 
session, the  bank  constituted  him  their  agent,  and  were 
answerable  for  the  damages  resulting  from  his  misconduct 
in  the  course  of  such  agency. 


Besides,  it  appeared  by  'the  books  of  the  bank  that  all 
moneys  received  by  Oarratt  since  the  trespass  was  first 
committed,  including  the  proceeds  of  coal  improperly  ab- 
stracted from  the  Plaintiffs'  mine,  were  paid  week  by  week 
into  the  bank  to  the  credit  of  his  account,  and  were  applied 
by  the  bank  in  reduction  of  his  debt  to  them. 

If  these  grounds,  taken  alone,  would  not  be  sufiicient,  the 
mortgagees  having,  after  they  took  possession,  continued 
the  wrongful  acts  which  their  mortgagor  originally  commit- 
ted, having  availed  themselves  of  the  air-course  and  level 
roads,  by  means  of  which  the  wrongful  abstraction  was 
carried  on  by  their  mortgagor,  having  continued  to  em- 

(a)  12  Ad.  &  Ell.  40. 
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ploy  the  manager  who  all  along  had  been  the  chief  in- 
strument and  agent  of  the  fraud,  and  having  continued  the 
wrongful  workings  through  hisageucy, — ^those  circumstances^ 
taken  in  connexion  with  the  former,  gave  the  Plaintifib  a 
right  to  relief  against  them,  and  enabled  the  Court  to  hold 
them  accoantaUe  for  acts  committed,  not  by  themselves, 
but  by  their  mortgagor. 
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But  if  the  bank  were  not  accountable  in  respect  of  coals 
gotten  or  removed  in  the  manner  described  before  they 
took  possession  of  the  mortgaged  property,  they  were  at 
least  accountable  for  all  coal  so  gotten  or  removed  after 
that  date.  And,  in  any  case,  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to 
the  injunction  prayed  by  their  bill 

The  Plaintiffs  were  also  entitled  to  compensation  for 
way-leave,  and  the  damage  sustained  by  the  Plaintifib  by 
reason  of  their  coal  being  made  unmarketable,  and  in  parti- 
cular by  reason  of  the  removal  by  the  Defendants  of  the 
harriers  which  ought  to  have  been  left  against  the  Plainti£b' 
works,  the  loss  of  which  would  oblige  the  Plaintiffi  to  have 
additional  barriers,  the  coal  for  which  would  consequently 
be  lost  to  them. 

As  r^arded  the  Defendant  Stewart,  he,  as  the  principal 
instrument  and  agent  of  the  fraud  throughout  the  transac- 
tion,  was  responsible,  not  only  in  costs,  but  also  for  the 
Talue  of  the  coal  removed. 

They  cited  Jesus  College  v.  Bloom{a\  and  Dean  v. 
ThvxiiUQ)). 


ViCB-CflANCBLLOB  SiR  W.  PAQE  WoOD  ;-— 

As  r^ards  many  of  the  points  that  have  been  argued,  I 
shaU  not  call  upon  the  Defendants'  counsel 


(a)  3  Atk.  262. 


(h)  21  Beav.  621. 
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Oertain  trespasses  of  veiy  serioos  magnitude,  and  highly 
discreditable  to  those  who  engaged  in  them,  were  committed 
upon  the  property  of  the  Plaintiffs  at  a  date  not  now  ap- 
parent;  but,  for  the  purposes  of  the  argument,  I  will  aaaume 
that  some  were  committed  anterior  to  the  29th  of  Hay, 
1854,  when  possession  was  taken  of  the  mortgaged  property 
by  the  Defendants,  the  mortgagees. 

Assuming  that  to  be  so,  it  is  first  contended  on  behalf  of 
the  PlaintiflGs,  that  the  mortgagees  are  liable  for  all  the 
trespasses  which  were  committed  by  their  mortgagor. 

It  is  argued,  that  a  mortgagor  is  a  mere  tenant  at  will 
to  the  mortgagee,  that  the  latter  may  treat  him  as  bethinks 
fit;  and  therefore,  whatever  trespass  is  committed  by  the 
mortgagor  upon  the  adjoining  lands — ^whatever  property 
belonging  to  his  neighbours  may  be  abstracted  by  him 
by  means  of  such  trespass — the  mere  circumstance  of 
his  having  been  allowed  by  the  mortgagee  to  continue  in 
possession  of  the  m6rtgaged  property  is  to  have  the  effect 
of  making  the  mortgagee  responsible  for  his  misconduct 

That  would  be  a  most  serious  doctrine  for  the  large  por- 
tion of  the  community  who  hold  mortgages  in  this  country. 
The  decision  in  Lucas  v.  Com&rfordia)  was  found  sufiB- 
cienUy  dangerous  firom  the  extent  to  which  it  was  after- 
wards carried;  and  even  that  was  overruled  in  Moore  v 
Oreg(b).  But  that  every  mortgagee  is  to  be  answerable  for 
the  trespasses  committed  by  his  mortgagor,  is  a  proposition 
for  which  it  would  be  difficult  to  find  a  rational  ground. 

It  was  said,  there  is  some  ground  for  it  in  this  respect, 
that,  at  law,  you  may  proceed  for  mesne  profits  by  an 
action  in  the  nature  of  an  action  of  trespass  against  a  per- 
son not  actually  in  possession.     The  only  authority  cited 


(a)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  166 ;  5.  C,  1  Ves.  jun.  235.      (b)  2  Phill.  717. 
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for  that  was  Doe  v.  ffark>w(a) ;  but  there  the  question  was 
not  whether  you  oould  proceed  against  a  person  not  in  pos- 
session, but  whether  the  Defendant  was  not  to  be  deemed 
to  be  in  possession,  inasmuch  as  he  admitted  that  he  had 
made  an  underlease  to  another  against  whom  mesne  profits 
were  also  claimed,  and  was  actually  in  possession  of  the 
profits  of  the  land  through  the  medium  of  that  underl^gse. 
The  Court  held  that  he  was.  No  proposition  could  be 
more  reasonable:  and  it  is  satisfactory  to  find  that  a  Court 
of  law  was  able  so  to  decide,  and  to  hold  that  those  who 
enjoy  the  benefit  of  property  are  accountable  for  the  profits. 

But  the  proposition  upon  which  I  am  asked  to  act  is 
this,  that,  the  mortgagor  being  allowed  to  continue  in  pos- 
Bession  of  ibis  property  by  his  mortgagee,  there  exists 
between  them  a  constructive  agency,  so  that  the  mortgagee 
is  to  be  deemed  to  have  constituted  the  mortgagor  his 
Sigent  for  the  purpose  of  committing  the  tort  or  trespass; 
and,  therefore,  the  mortgagee  should  be  made  to  answer  for 
the  damages  which  have  ensued. 

It  is  said,  that,  if  that  is  not  su£Scient»  there  is  another 
ground  in  itus  case  for  making  the  mortgagees  responsible 
for  profits  accruing  before  they  took  possession.  It  is  said, 
that  it  appear^  by  the  books  of  the  bank,  that  the  moneys 
received  by  the  Defendant  Owmxtt,  including  the  proceeds 
of  the  coal  improperly  abstracted  by  him  from  the  Plain- 
ti&'  mine,  have  found  their  way,  week  by  week,  into  the 
pockets  of  the  bankers,  the  mortgagees.  K  the  Plaintiffs 
brought  home  to  the  bankers  a  knowledge  that  any  of  the 
<^  bom  which  these  moneys  arose  was,  in  fietct,  the  pro- 
perty of  the  Plaintifib,  so  as  to  make  them  parties  to  the 
improper  abstraction,  that  would  make  them  accoimtable, 
but  upon  a  principle  totally  different  firom  that  upon  which 
this  case  has  been  put    To  say,  that,  because  a  person  who 

(a)  12  Ad.  &  £11.  40. 
VOL  IV,  A  A 
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1858.  owes  me  money,  pays  into  my  bank,  or  makes  a  payment  to 
me  personally,  out  of  property  which  he  has  improperly 
abstracted  from  another, — ^he  being  justly  and  truly  in- 
debted to  me, — ^the  party  he  has  injiured  can,  on  that 

*^  '  ground,  come  upon  me  for  the  money  so  paid,  would  be 
to  assert  a  proposition  wholly  unjustified  by  authority. 

But  it  is  argued,  that,  if  the  PlaintifiGs  cannot  avail  them- 
selves of  the  two  grounds  I  have  referred  to,  taken  sqia- 
rately,  the  mortgagees  having  continued,  as  it  is  alleged, 
after  they  took  possession,  that  wrongful  act  which  their 
mortgagor  originally  committed,  and  having  availed  them- 
selves of  the  galleries  and  other  operations  by  means  of 
which  this  wrongful  abstraction  was  carried  on,  that  cir- 
cumstance, taken  in  connexion  with  the  former,  gives  the 
Plaintifib  a  right  to  relief  against  them,  and  enables  the 
Court  to  attribute  to  them,  and  to  hold  them  account- 
able for,  acts  committed,  not  by  themselves,  but  by  their 
mortgagor. 

This  argument  comes  round  to  the  same  question:. were 
the  mortgagees  privy  to  the  acts  in  question?  If  they 
were,  the  account  would  be  against  them  as  much  as 
against  their  mortgagor.  But  to  say,  that^  because  coals 
were  improperly  abstracted,  through  the  mediiun  of  roads 
or  air-passages  giving  an  entrance  into  the  mine,  and  the 
mortgagees  afterwards  availed  themselves  of  that  entrance 
into  the  mine,  they  are  answerable  for  coals  which  they  did 
not  abstract^  is  an  assertion  for  which  I  cannot  find  any 
ground 

Another  part  of  the  case,  as  to  which  I  need  not  call 
upon  the  Defendants,  is  that  in  which  compensation  is 
claimed  for  way-leave,  as  it  is  called,  and  for  the  damage 
sustained  by  the  Flainti&  by  reason  of  his  coals  being 
made  unworkable  by  the  acts  of  the  Defendants.    The 
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latto  charge  refers  principallj  to  the  question  as  to  the 
alibied  removal,  by  the  Defendants,  of  the  barriers  which 
ought  to  have  been  left  against  the  Plaintiffis'  yroAs,  the 
loss  of  which,  it  is  said,  will  oblige  the  Plainti£b  to  leave 
additional  baniers^  the  coal  for  which  will  be  lost  to  the 
Flaintiffi.  That  is  good  ground  for  an  account  and  pay* 
meDt  in  respect  of  the  coal  improperly  removed,  but  is 
not  a  ground  for  compensation  in  reqpect  of  ulterior 
damages  occasioned  by  such  removal  If  the  barriers  have 
been  removed,  the  coal  of  which  they  consisted  must  be 
paid  for;  but»  undoubtedly,  the  removal  does  not  constitute 
a  case  for  consequential  damages. 


1S58. 


JMdffm&U. 


With  reference  to  the  subject  of  consequential  damages, 
I  cannot  find  that  the  Court  has  attempted  to  exercise 
jurisdiction  of  that  kind;  and  I  apprehend  the  reason  to 
be,  ihat^  while  the  Court  has  adequate  means,  by  taking  an 
account  of  profit  realised  either  by  waste  or  by  the  working 
of  coal,  to  give  relief  in  respect  of  wrongs  attended  with 
profit  to  the  wrongdoer,  it  has  no  adequate  means  of  ascer- 
taming  the  amount  of  damage  sustained  by  reason  of  merely 
tortious  acts,  unattended  with  profit ;  for  which  reason  such 
<}ue8tions  have  always  been  considered  by  the  Legislature 
aa  the  province  of  a  jury. 


I  have  been  looking  at  some  authorities  on  this  subject^ 
and  I  referred  during  the  argument  to  a  class  of  cases  with 
which  this  Court  has  constantly  to  deal,  namely,  cases  of* 
copyright^  where  there  is  a  great  deal  of  damage  which  the 
Court  never  compensates,  or  attempts  to  compensate.  In 
Cclburn  v.  S£mm«(a),  Vice-chancellor  TTigrram,  consider- 
ing the  question  of  copyright^  says,  "The  Plaintifif  has  suc- 
ceeded in  the  most  material  part  of  his  case  by  making  the 
injunction  perpetual  The  supposition,  that,  at  the  hearing 
of  the  cause,  the  Court  could  give  the  Plaintiff  something 

(a)  2  Hare,  543. 
AA2 


352 


CASES  m  CHANCERY. 


1858. 


Jvdgmmt, 


beyond  the  aocoiint  was,  however,  erroneous.''  What  was 
asked  in  that  case  beyond  the  account  was  the  delivery  up 
to  be  cancelled  of  certain  copies  of  the  piratical  work  ^It 
is  true/'  he  continues,  "that  the  Court  does  not  by  an  ac- 
count accurately  measure  the  damage  sustained  by  the  pn>< 
prietor  of  an  extensive  work  from  the  invasion  of  his  copy- 
right  by  the  publication  of  a  cheaper  book.  It  is  impos- 
sible to  know  how  many  copies  of  the  dearer  book  are  ex-* 
eluded  from  sale  by  the  interposition  of  the  cheaper  one. 
The  Court,  by  the  account^  as  the  nearest  approximation 
which  it  can  make  to  justice,  takes  from  the  wrongdoer  all 
the  profits  he  has  made  by  his  piracy,  and  gives  them  to 
the  party  who  has  been  wronged"  (a). 


That  is  one  of  the  latest  cases  on  the  subject  One  of  the 
earliest  is  that  of  The  Bishop  of  Winchester  v.  Knight  (6). 
It  is  only  a  dictum,  for  the  decision  was,  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  not  entitled.  But  it  was  argued,  that,  as  to  the  ore 
dug  in  the  ancestor's  lifetime  there  was  no  colour  to  ask 
relief,  because,  being  a  personal  tort^  it  died  with  the  per- 
son; and  that  with  respect  to  the  ore  dug  in  the  heir's  own 
time,  there  could  be  no  remedy,  for  that  the  customaiy 
tenants  were  as  freeholders.  The  Lord  Chancellor  says^ 
'*  It  would  be  a  reproach  to  equity  to  say,  where  a  man  has 
taken  my  property,  as  my  ore  or  timber,  and  disposed  of  it 
in  his  lifetime  and  dies,  that  in  this  case  I  must  be  without 
remedy.  It  is  true,  as  to  the  trespass  of  breaking  up 
*  meadow  or  ancient  pasture  ground,  it  dies  with  the 
person;  but  as  to  the  property  of  the  ore  or  timber,  it 
would  be  clear,  even  at  law,  if  it  came  to  the  executor's 
hands,  that  trover  would  lie  for  it;  and  if  it  has  been 
disposed  of  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  the  executor,  if  assets 
are  left^  ought  to  answer  for  it"  There  the  distinction 
is  broadly  drawn  between  damages  as  such,  and  wrongs 
attended  with  profit  to  the  wrongdoer — a  distinction  since 

(a)  2  Hare,  560.  (&)  1  P.  Wms.  406. 
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discussed  in  several  cases— one  of  the  latest  being  that  of 
ParroU  v.  Palmer(a) — all  leading  to  the  conclusion,  that^ 
except  in  cases  of  wrong  attended  with  profit  to  the  wrong- 
doer, there  can  be  no  relief  in  suits  of  this  description*  In 
suits  for  specific  performance,  where  damages  have  been 
sastained  pending  the  suit^  and  the  question  has  arisen*  how 
much  of  the  purchase-money  should  be  rebated,  the  Court 
has  taken  upon  itself  to  fix  the  amount;  but  I  know  of  no 
case  that  goes  to  the  extent  which  is  contended  for  here :  and 
in  this  case  I  cannot  do  more  than  charge  each  party,  mort- 
gagor and  mortgagees,  respectively,  with  what  they  have 
worked 


1S5S. 


Judifment. 


There  remains  a  question  as  to  the  form  of  the  decree; 
for,  before  Dean  v.  ThwaUe  was  cited,  it  had  occurred  to 
me  to  consider,  whether,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances 
of  this  case,  the  onus  is  not  thrown  upon  the  bank  to  show 
that  they  did  not  work  the  coal  which  appears  to  have  been 
worked, — ^in  other  words,  to  show  when  thatcoal  was  worked, 
and  so  to  discharge  themselves.  Upon  that  part  of  the 
case  I  must  hear  a  defence,  and  also  upon  the  question  as 
to  the  injunction,  and  what  should  be  done  with  the  air- 
course  and  roads,  and  whether  the  bank  should  not  pay  the 
costs  up  to  the  hearing. 


Mr.  WiUcock  Q.  C,  Mr.  Am^hlett,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Stuart, 
for  the  banking  company,  contended,  that  they  ought  not 
to  be  restrained  from  the  use  of  the  air-course,  still  less 
should  they  be  ordered,  as  prayed  by  the  bill,  to  close  an 
aperture  and  stop  up  roads  which  they  did  not  make, 
and  for  the  making  of  which  the  Court  had  held  them  not 
to  be  answerable.  The  aperture  had  been  made  to  air  the 
mine;  and,  whether  rightly  or  wrongly  so  made  in  the 
first  instance,  being  made,  its  continuance  was  no  injury 

(a)  3  M.  &  K.  632. 
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to  the  Plaintiffis.  The  Plaintiffis'  rights  were  restricted  to 
the  veins  and  seams  of  coal,  which  alone  were  demised  by 
their  lease;  they  could  not,  by  the  removal  of  any  portion 
of  that  coal,  acquire  a  right  to  the  vacuum  left  after  that 
portion  had  been  removed  And  even  if  they  could,  the 
Court  would  deal  with  the  case  by  way  of  compensation 
and  not  by  injunction,  and  would  set  a  value  upon  the 
eas^nent  of  which  the  Defendants,  by  no  fault  of  theirs, 
were  deriving  the  benefit,  and  which  occasioned  no  incon- 
venience to  the  Plainti£b.  At  any  rate,  the  Court  would 
not  throw  upon  the  banking  company  the  expense  of  filling 
up  apertures  which  they  did  not  maka 


With  r^ard  to  the  account,  the  Court  would  not  throw 
upon  the  bank  the  onus  of  proving,  by  negative  evidence, 
that  they  did  not  work  the  coal  in  question. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — ^At  a  certain  date,  after  you 
take  possession,  your  agent  is  found  working  at  a  particu- 
lar spot  in  the  PlaintifEs'  mine,  and  concealing  that  from  the 
Plaintiffs: — ^is  it  for  you,  or  for  them,  to  show  how  much  of  the 
coal  which  is  proved  to  have  been  abstracted,  was  abstracted 
l>7  you,  and  how  much  by  others  before  you  took  possession? 

Mr.  WiUeock, — That  question  can  be  determined  when 
it  arises. 


Then,  as  to  allowance  for  working,  assuming  the  Court 
to  decree  an  account  against  the  Defendants,  they  will  be 
entitled  to  allowance  in  respect  of  their  charges  and  ex- 
penses on  account  of  the  coal  for  which  they  may  be  held 
accountable,  firom  the  time  when  such  coal  was  severed  and 
first  existed  as  a  chattel,  including  carriage  to  the  pit's 
mouth:  Martin  v.  Porter  (a),  Wild  v.  ffdU(b),  Morgan  v. 
Powell  (c). 

(a)  5  M.  &  W.  351 .  (b)  9  Id.  672.  (c)  3  Q.  B.  284. 
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Mr.  C.  HaU,  for  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  of  Oa/rraU; 
Mr.  6.  L.  EusaeU,  for  the  Defendant  Stewart. 

The  Yick-Chancellob  (to  Mr.  Leuna). — ^Tou  are  en- 
titled to  an  injunction  as  regards  the  air-coiurse  and  level 
roads;  bat  the  persons  now  in  possession  not  being  the 
persons  who  made  those  apertures,  I  doubt  whether  I  have 
power  to  make  them  dose  them. 

Mr.  Lewis  replied  on  this  pointy  and  also  on  the  question 
of  the  allowance  to  be  made  in  taking  the  account,  con- 
tending that  no  allowance  should  be  made  to  Defendants 
for  getting  coals;  when  the  digging  for  these  very  coals  had 
caused  the  Plaintifls  that  injury  for  which  the  Court  was 
powerless  to  grant  them  compensation. 

The  foQowing  cases  were  also  cited : — Traheme  v.  Oard- 
ner{a),  Lee  v.  Al8ton{b). 


355 
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Argument 


Vicb-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  :— 
I  have-  now  taken  time  to  frame  the  minutes  so  as  to      Judgment 

resumed. 

meet  the  justice  of  the  case.  

I  have  already  determined,  and  will  not  repeat  the  rea- 
sons for  my  determination,  that  the  Defendants,  the  bank- 
ing company,  should  not  be  made  answerable  in  respect  of 
their  appropriation  of  so  much  of  this  property  as  was  ac- 
quired by  the  improper  working  of  Cfa/rraU  prior  to  their 
takmg  possession,  either  by  reason  of  their  subsequent 
taking  possession  and  continued  workings  of  that  descrip- 
tion through  the  agency  of  Stewart,  or  by  reason  of  Oar- 
ratt  happening  to  bank  vdth  them,  and  to  pay  his  ill-got- 

(a)  26  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.,  259.  (b)  3  Bro.  G.  C.  37. 
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Judgment 
resumed, 


ten  gains  into  thrir  hands  as  his  bankers.  But  I  thought 
they  were  answerable  in  respect  of  any  portion  of  that  pro* 
perty  worked  by  them  since  they  took  possession,  namely, 
since  the  29th  of  May,  1854.  And  the  question  that  occurred 
to  me  was,  as  to  what  I  ought  to  do  in  the  event  of  its 
being  impossible  to  ascertain  what  portion  had  been  worked 
before,  and  what  portion  had  been  worked  after  that  data 
This  question,  however,  does  not  yet  arise ;  and  I  shall,  there- 
fore, leave  it  open,  directing  such  an  inquiry  as  will  bring 
all  the  facts  capable  of  being  ascertained  before  the  CourL 


The  question  as  to  the  injunction  I  also  determined  in 
favour  of  the  Plaintiffii,  without  hearing  a  reply.  It  was 
said,  that  the  workings  in  question  in  the  Plaintifls*  property 
were  made  for  the  purpose  of  an  air-course ;  but,  looking  to 
the  very  unscrupulous  proceedings  of  the  parties,  although 
that  may  have  been  the  original  motive,  I  am  not  satisfied 
that  it  was  the  sole  motive  for  making  this  aperture — ^an 
aperture  so  large  that  they  appear  to  have  found  it  neces- 
sary afterwards  to  reduce  it  But^  however  that  may  hav^ 
been,  it  did  not  follow,  because  persons  found  it  necessary 
to  air  their  mine,  that  they  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  make  a 
hole  through  the  Plaintiffs'  property  without  giving  them 
the  least  intimation  of  their  intention,  or  any  opportunity 
of  bargaining  for  the  privil^e  they  required.  Rights  of 
this  description  are  valuable  privileges,  which  the  owners 
do  not  concede  without  a  pecuniary  consideration. 


It  was  argued,  that  as  the  act  was  done,  the  Court  would 
now  set  a  value  upon  the  privilege  thus  usurped.  But  that 
is  not  the  province  of  the  Court  It  is  the  province  of  the 
owner.  The  mine  is  his  property,  on  which  he  has  a  per- 
fect right  to  set  his  own  value,  and  he  is  not  to  have  it 
interfered  with  without  making  his  own  baigain.  The 
Court  cannot  make  a  bargain  for  him.  He  must  make  it 
for  himself,  and  the  only  question  is,  whether,  the  banking 
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company  having  taken  poesession  after  the  act  was  done,  IS6S. 
an  injunction  can  be  granted  against  them  to  restrain  its 
continuance.  I  feel  I  should  not  be  doing  justice  between 
the  parties  unless  I  prevented  a  continuing  wrong  of  this 
description,  although  committed  by  persons  whom  the  bank 
succeeded  in  titla  The  bank,  when  they  so  succeeded  in 
ttUe,  found  the  property  in  this  condition,  and  with  the 
wrong  effected  in  the  manner  I  have  described  The  Court 
is  at  liberty  to  say,  you  shall  have  no  longer  the  user  of 
what  has  been  thus  wrongfully  acquired.  The  Plaintiffii 
having  now  discovered  that  wrong,  which  they  could  not  dis- 
cover earUer,  it  being  an  undeigroimd  operation,  and  car- 
ried on,  like  all  such  operations,  clandestinely,  and  by  which 
they  have  been  robbed  of  an  enormous  quantity  of  coal, 
have  a  right  to  say  it  shall  not  be  continued,  and  to 
be  put  in  the  position  they  were  in  before.  Therefore,  I 
am  entitled  to  order  that  access  to  the  air-course  be  given 
to  the  Plaintifib  to  enable  them  to  block  it  up. 

I  think  it  better  to  make  the  order  in  that  form.  I  feel 
some  difficulty  in  throwing  upon  the  banking  company  the 
expense  of  filling  up  an  aperture  which  they  did  not  make ; 
but  I  hold  they  are  not  entitled  to  retain  the  user  of  an 
aperture  made  behind  the  Plaintifb'  backs,  and  imder  the 
circumstances  I  have  described.  Whether  the  continuance 
of  that  user  is  any  special  injury  to  the  PlaintiflGs,  whether 
it  is  any  special  injury  to  the  Plaintiffe  to  have  this  air- 
eouise  existing  through  their  ground,  is  a  question  the 
Court  will  not  stop  to  inquire  into.  It  is  an  injuiy  to  them 
to  have  a  valuable  right  over  their  property — ^a  right  for 
which  they  might  have  claimed  a  pecuniary  consideration 
in  proportion  to  its  value — usurped  by  a  fraud  of  this  de- 
scription; and  it  will  be  a  further  injury  to  them  if  they  are 
not  at  liberty,  when  that  fraud  is  discovered,  to  apply  to  the 
Court  to  have  it  remedied,  and  to  be  replaced  in  the  posi- 
tion they  were  in  befora 
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1858.  I  have  not  forgotten  the  suggeetion,  that^the  Plaintifis' 

rights  being  only  to  the  veins  and  seams  of  coal  demised  by 
their  lease,  they  cannot,  by  the  removal  of  any  portion  of 
that  coal  (which  is  all  that  was  demised  to  them),  acquire  a 
f!^!^  right  to  the  metaphysical  entity,  the  vacuum  left  after  that 
portion  has  been  removed.  But  it  does  not^  therefore,  fol- 
low that  the  Defendants  have  acquired  a  right  by  this 
wrong,  which  they  are  entitled  to  continua 

With  regard  to  i9fetix;^,  it  was  argued  in  reply  that  he  is 
personally  chargeable  for  the  value  of  the  coal  removed.  He 
has  been  very  active  and  vigorous  in  the  wrong  done  to  the 
Flaintiffii ;  he  is,  therefore,  a  very  proper  person  to  be  made 
a  party  to  the  suit  in  respect  of  the  inquiry  that  is  sought^ 
and  is  very  properly  chargeable  with  the  costs  of  the  litiga- 
tion. But,  as  to  what  is  further  asked,  it  appean  to  me,  that 
the  case  against  him  is  one  simply  of  trespass  and  tort  He 
is  not  charged  with  the  receipt  of  trust  money.  He  is 
chaiged  simply  with  trespass  and  tort ;  and  in  such  a  case, 
you  cannot,  in  this  C!ourt,  chaige  a  person  who  is  not  shown 
to  have  received  any  portion  of  the  profits  arising  firom  the 
fraudulent  transaction.  Here,  so  &r  from  that  being  shown, 
it  is  in  evidence  that  the  whole  of  the  proceeds  were  paid 
directly  into  the  bank  to  the  credit  of  Oanrratt,  and  that 
iStetoort  took  no  part  of  them.  As  to  his  paying  the  costs  of 
the  suit  I  had  no  question,  even  before  the  reply. 

With  regard  to  the  general  costs  of  the  suit,  it  appears  to 
me  that  the  banking  company  are  also  liable  to  the  pay- 
ment of  those  costs. 

In  the  inquiry  I  am  about  to  direct,  as  to  what  coals  were 
gotten  and  removed  before  the  29th  of  May,  1854,  when 
the  banking  company  took  possession,  and  what  coals  were 
gotten  or  removed  since  that  date,  I  use  the  word  "or" 
purposely,  because,  although  gotten  before  they  took  posses- 
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non,  if  removed  by  them  afterwards  they  are  chargeable  for        1858. 
such  coals. 

I  have  had  some  di£Bculty  as  to  the  allowance  to  be  made 
to  the  parties  chaigeable  in  respect  of  their  chaiges  and 
expenses  on  accoont  of  the  coal  so  gotten  or  removed,  be- 
caase»  while  on  the  one  hand  I  cannot  give  the  Plaintiffs 
oompensation  as  damages  for  the  injury  the  Defendants' 
digging  may  have  incidentally  occasioned  to  their  property, 
it  may  be  a  question  whether  any  allowance  should  be  made 
io  the  Defendants  for  getting  coals,  where  the  digging  for 
those  very  ooals  may  have  occasioned  such  injury.  That 
difficulty,  however,  will  be  met  by  directing  all  just  allow- 
ances to  be  made  to  the  parties  chargeable  in  respect  of 
such  charges  and  expenses.  Some  allowance,  it  is  clear, 
they  would  have  under  ordinary  circumstances,  according 
to  all  the  authorities;  but  it  maybe,  that  the  coal  has  heea 
won  in  such  a  manner  as  seriously  to  injure  the  rest  of  the 
Flamtiffis'  ooaL  In  such  a  case  there  would  be  no  just 
allowance  to  be  made. 


Dbclabb  Defendant  Oarratt  to  be  answerable  in  manner  hereinafter  MimUe  of 
meatioiied  in  respect  of  all  coals  gotten  or  removed  from  under  the  J>ccree, 
doses  or  lands  mentioned  in  the  lease  of  Mardi,  1848,  by  means  of 
woikings  carried  on  from  the  North  Side  CoUiery  and  Malaga  Vale 
CoOiery,  or  either  of  them,  prior  to  the  29th  of  May,  1854.  And 
dedare  Stuekey's  Banking  Company^  and  the  Defendants  Aiken  and 
Cofef,  as  public  officers  of  the  same,  to  be  chargeable  in  manner  here- 
nafter  mentioned,  in  respect  of  all  coal  gotten  or  removed  from  mider 
the  doses  and  lands  in  the  said  lease  mentioned,  by  means  of  workings 
csnjed  on  from  the  said  collieries,  or  either  of  them,  since  the  29th  of 
Kay,  1854.  Inquire  what  coals  were  so  gotten  and  removed  before 
the  29th  of  May,  1854;  and  what  coals  were  so  gotten  or  removed 
sboe  that  date.  And  inquire  whether  any  and  what  quantity  of 
eoal  has  been  gotten  or  removed  from  under  the  said  closes,  the  pre- 
cise time  of  getting  or  removing  which  cannot  be  ascertained.  Cer- 
tify the  market  price  or  value,  or  as  near  thereto  as  may  be,  of  all 
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1859.  coal  80  gotten  or  removed  as  aforesaid  at  the  pit*8  mouth,  all  just 
allowances  being  made  to  the  parties  chargeable  in  respect  of  their 
charges  and  expenses  on  account  of  such  coal.  The  aforesaid  dedsr- 
ations  and  inquiries  to  be  without  prejudice  to  any  question  whether 
Mimsteof  Oarratty  and  Aiken  and  ColeSy  or  either  of  them,  are  subject  to  be 
Decree.  charged  in  respect  of  the  coal,  if  any,  which  may  have  been  gotten 
or  removed,  but  the  precise  time  of  getting  or  removing  which  can- 
not be  ascertained.  Injunction  according  to  the  second  pangnph  of 
the  prayer,  and  also  injunction  against  the  Defendants  continuing  to 
use  the  air-course  in  the  bill  mentioned,  or  any  of  the  level  roada 
under  the  closes  mentioned  in  the  lease.  The  Defendants  Aiken 
and  Coles,  and  Stuckey's  Bcmking  Company,  to  give  and  aUow  to  the 
Plaintiff,  their  servants,  workmen,  &c.,  access  through  their  pits  and 
the  air-courses  and  roads  in  their  collieries,  in  order  that  the  Fkintiffi 
may  stop  and  dose  the  air-courses  in  the  bill  mentioned,  and  stop  np 
or  remove  the  roads  in  the  Flaintifis*  mines;  and  access  also  for  car- 
rying down  the  materials  which  Plaintiff  may  deem  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  such  stopping  ujp.  Tax  Plaintiffs*  costs  up  to  the  hearing 
[with  certain  exceptions  not  material  to  the  report],  such  taxed 
costs  to  be  paid  to  Plaintiff  by  ChrraU  and  Stewart,  and  by  Aike% 
and  Coles  as  public  officers  of  StMckey's  BaMang  Con^pany.  Beserre 
the  consideration  of  the  costs  of  all  parties  not  hereby  disposed  of. 
Stay  proceedings  against  Stewart  on  his  payment  of  costs  as  ordered. 
Reserve  further  consideration. 
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JONES  U  JONES.  Jme  liL 

.HIS  suit  was  instituted  for  the  administration  of  the 


estate  of  William  Jones,  deceased,  who  died  intestate  in  ^!^4  wm^ 
1852,  leaving  a  widow  whom  he  had  married  in  1847,  and  *\^:  J^^T"^^ 

MimMronofi  <jf 

leaving  an  only  son  his  heir^trlaw.  A9tet$. 

Under  the  late 

His  simple  contract  debts  amounted  to  2821  16fl.  8d.;  £7wiiL*4,^a 
his  specialty  debts  consisted  of  a  sum  of  41062.  i7s.  6d,  i06)awidow 

...  has  no  nght,  as 

due  in  respect  of  principal  and  interest  secured  by  a  mort-  agaiut  the 
gage  of  all  his  freehold  and  leasehold  property,  executed  h«  deoealed 
by  himself  in  1849,  and  an  annuity  for  lOOJ,  a-year  on  the  ^^^^ 
life  of  a  person,  aged  at  his  decease  fifty-two  yeara    His  «»peot  of  a 

mortff8|PB 

personal  estate  amounted  to  7572.  cnated  hy  the 


The  freehold  and  leasehold  estates  comprised  in  the  where,  in  a 

mortgage  were  sold  by  order  of  the  Court,  and  produced  in  description,  the 

all  8450t,  of  which  sum  24072.  was  the  ascertained  value  ^^^^ 

of  the  leasehold  portion,  leaving  60432.  as  that  of  the  firee-  sold  by  order 

hold    Out  of  this  sum  of  84502.  the  mortgage  debt  was  in  a  salt  for 

paid,  and  the  residue  (47961  12s.  9(2.)  was  paid  into  Court  SJiSteSli 

to  the  credit  of  the  cause.  "^^^^^ 

as  between  his 
widow  and  his 

By  his  certificate  under  the  order  on  farther  directions,  right  of  the 
the  Chief  Qerk  found-  ^1^^:^ 

1.  That  the  widow  was  entitled  to  dower  out  of  the  free-  pne-thirdof  the 

,  ,  income  of  the 

hold  estates  of  the  deceased,  subject  to  the  mortgage  on  clear  smpins  of 
the  said  freehold  estatea  of  ^the  sale, 

2.  That  the  value  of  his  leasehold  estates  (24072.)  was  ^tljf^d^*^ 

insufficient  for  the  payment  of  his  debts.  «po»  the 

mortff&ce* 

3.  That  the  dower  to  which  the  widow  was  entitled 

amounted  to  the  sum  of  272.  5s.  a-year  during  her  life,  the 
value  of  which,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  intestate,  was 


S62 


CASES  IN  CHANGEBT. 

4512.,  aoKimiiig  that  there  was  not  any  personal  estate  U> 
pay  any  part  of  the  mortgage  debt  (a). 

A  summons  was  obtained  on  behalf  of  the  widow  to 
vary  the  first  paragraph  of  this  certificate  by  omitting  the 
words  ''subject  to  the  mortgage  on  the  said  fi^ehold 
estates;''  and  to  have  it  declared,  that,  as  between  the 
widow  and  the  heir-at-law  of  the  intestate,  the  widow  was 
entitled  to  dower  out  of  the  whole  of  the  fireehdd  estates 
of  the  intestate;  that  the  freehold  estates  of  the  iotestate, 
which  descended  on  his  heir-at-law,  were  to  be  applied  pri- 
marily in  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  intestate  not  satis- 
fied out  of  his  personal  estate;  and  that  the  third  para- 
graph of  the  certificate  might  be  varied  by  declaring  thai 
the  freehold  estates  of  the  intestate,  which  descended  on  his 
heir-at-law,  were  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  his  debts  left 
imsatisfied  by  his  personal  estate;  and  that  the  dower  to 
which  the  widow  was  entitled  amounted  to  802.  a-year 
during  her  life,  the  value  whereof,  at  the  decease  of  the 
intestate,  was  13002. ;  or  that  the  certificate  might  be 
varied  by  declaring  that  the  widow  was  entitled  to  sach 
frirther  or  other  sum  over  and  above  the  27L  5&  during 
her  life,  as  the  Court  should  think  proper. 


Argmniu.         Mr.  Domdj  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  RevdaU,  for  the  widow:— 


As  against  the  heir-at-law,  the  widow  is  entitled  to 
dower  out  of  the  whole  of  the  freehold  lands  of  the  de- 
ceased, before  any  provision  is  made  for  payment  of  the 
mortgage  debt — ^that  is,  in  this  case,  out  of  the  gross  sum  of 
60432. ;  and  not  merely,  as  the  Chief  Clerk  has  certified,  out 
of  the  clear  surplus  of  that  sum,  after  payment  of  what  is 
due  upon  the  mortgage. 

(a)  This  last  clause  was  added  after  the  summons  was  obtained. 
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Under  the  old  law,  the  case  would  have  been  dear.  Xbe  isss. 
widow,  as  purchaser,  would  have  been  entitled  to  prece- 
dence, even  over  a  legatee,  Bunridge  v.  Bradyl(a),  and  i 
fortiori  over  the  heir :  Ca  Litt  208.  a.  And  the  late 
Dower  Act(&)  has  not  altered  the  law  in  this  respect  Not- 
withstanding the  5th  section  (c)  of  the  Act^  upon  which 
alone  any  question  can  be  raised,  it  has  been  held  by 
the  Master  of  the  Bolls  that  the  widow's  right  to  dower 
has  priority  over  creditors:  Spire  v.  Hyatt{d). 

The  Yice-Chancellob. — Over  mere  creditors,  having 
debtee  to  which  ^'the  land  of  the  deceased'*  is  Tiot  ''sub- 
ject or  liabla''  But  this  is  a  mortgage  debty  a  chaige  upon 
the  land  All  that  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  there  decided 
was^  that,  where  there  is  no  chai^  of  debts  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  deceased,  the  widow's  right  to  dower  has  priority. 

Mr.  RervdoIL — But  the  principle  of  his  Honour's  decision 
goes  farther,  and  extends  to  all  debtsi  He  says :  "  In  truth, 
what  is  claimed  by  or  comes  to  the  widow  was  no  part  of 
what  the  intestate  was  seised  of  at  his  death.  He  died 
seised  of  lands  subject  to  the  widow's  right  to  dower,  and 
it  is  only  that  which  became  subject  to  the  payment  of  his 
debta" 

The  Yice-Chakcellob. — Suppose  the  mortgagee  had 
sold,  would  the  widow  have  had  any  equity  of  this  kind 
against  the  heir? 

Mr.  Danid, — A  sale  in  the  lifetime  of  the  deceased 

(a)  1  P.  Wms.  126.  branoes,  oontracta,  and  engage- 

(i)  3  &  4  WilL  4,  c.  105.  ments  to  which  his  land  shall  be 

(c)  The  5th  section  provides —  subject  or  liable,  shall  be  valid 

^  That  all  partial  estates  and  in-  and  effectual  as  against  the  right 

terests,  and  all  charges  created  of  his  widow  to  dower.** 

by  any  disposition  or  will  of  a  (d)  20  Beav.  621. 

biisband,  and  aQ  debts,  incum- 
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1858.        would  have  been  an  "  aboolute  dispoeition''  o(  the  property 
within  the  4th  section  of  the  Act  (a). 


The  YiCE-CHANCmxoiL — ^And  i»  not  this  such  a  dispon- 

ArffumenL       tion  piO  tanto  ? 

Mr.  Da/nieL — ^We  submit  it  is  not  This  case  eannot  &I1 
within  the  4th  section.  The  widow  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  redeem. 

The  Yice-Chakcellor. — Suppose  she  had  redeemed, 
she  would  have  gained  nothing  by  it  against  the  heir. 
What  she  asks  is,  to  get  from  the  heir  something,  whidi, 
during  her  husband's  life,  was  alienated  by  him,  pro  tanto, 
to  the  extent  of  the  mortgage  debt  What  was  it^  accord- 
ing to  your  contention,  that  descended  to  the  heir? 

Mr.  RendaU. — So  much  of  the  real  estate  of  the  de- 
ceased as  was  not  required  to  answer  the  debts  of  the 
deceased,  and  estates  and  charges  in  &vour  of  others,  of 
which  the  widow's  dower  was  ona  The  dower  of  a  widow 
is  an  estate  in  the  land,  until  her  husband  exercises  his 
statutory  power  of  depriving  her  of  it  There  is  a  dear 
implication  upon  the  Act,  that,  until  that  power  is  exer- 
cised, her  right  shall  not  be  prejudiced 

[He  read,  as  part  of  his  argument^  an  article  on  this  sub- 
ject in  the  Jurist(6),  and  cited  Tipping  v.  Tipping{c)  and 
Tynt  V.  Tynt  (dl),  to  show,  that^  although  under  the  old  law 
the  question  could  not  arise,  the  husband  having  no  power 

(a)  The  4th  section  enacts—  (Jb)  1  Jur.,  N.  S.,  part  2,  pp. 

'^  that  no  widow  shall  he  entitled  338, 339. 

to  dower  out  of  any  land  which  (c)  1  P.  Wms.,  729. 

shall  have  heen  absolutely  dis-  (d)  2  Id.  541  • 
posed  of  by  her  husband  in  his 
lifetime  or  by  his  will." 
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oyer  his  wife's  dower;  yet^  in  the  analogous  case  as  to  para- 
phernalia the  principle  for  which  he  contended  was  recog- 
nised, the  right  of  the  widow  being  preferred 

Mr.  James^  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  WhiUbread,  proceeded  to 
contend  that  the  right  of  the  widow  was  limited  to  one- 
third  of  the  income  of  the  dear  surplus  proceeds  after 
providing  for  the  mortgage  debt,  which,  by  the  6th  section 
of  the  Dower  Act^  was  made  valid  and  eflfectual  against  her 
right  to  dower. 

It  was  argued,  that  she  had  a  right  to  have  the  estate 
deared  of  her  husband's  debts;  but  the  5th  section  de- 
prived her  of  that  right  in  the  case  of  all  debts  charged 
by  her  husband  on  his  real  estata  Such  a  charge  was,  in 
&ct^  a  partial  alienation;  and  the  argument  must  go  to  this 
extent^  that  if  the  deceased  had  granted  an  annuity,  or  a 
life-estate,  out  of  his  lands — 
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i8^d. 


VlCfrCHANCKLLOR  SiB  W.  PaGE  WoOD  :— 

I  think  I  ought  not  to  hear  any  more,  the  point  being 
clear  without  ailment 

This  Act  was  intended,  from  the  begixming  to  the  end, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  husband,  by  giving  him  powers  of 
^^lienating  his  lands  without  the  consent  of  his  wife,  which 
powers,  until  the  Act  came  into  operation,  he  did  not  pos- 
sess. Considerable  benefits  are  given  also  to  the  wife,  who 
is  to  be  entitled  to  dower  out  of  equitable  estcites,  and 
others,  to  which  she  had  no  daim  independently  of  the 
Act;  but  the  main  scope  and  object  of  the  Act  are  the 
fights  which  it  gives  to  the  husband. 

VOL.  IV.  B  B 
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18^8. 


Judgment, 


These  rights  are  conferred  by  the  4th  and  5th  sectiona 
By  the  4th  section  he  is  to  have  an  absolute,  by  the  5th 
section  a  partial  power  of  alienation  or  disposition  over  his 
lands ;  and,  in  either  case,  such  alienation  or  disposition  by 
hitn,  whether  absolute  or  partial,  is  to  be  valid  and  effectual 
as  against  his  widow. 


It  is  saidi  true,  he  may  make  a  partial  alienation  by 
a  mortgage  or  charge  of  this  description,  and  as  against 
the  widow  the  charge  will  be  valid  and  effectual;  but  an 
equity  wUl  arise  in  that  case  between  the  widow  and  the 
heir,  and  as  against  the  heir  the  widow  has  a  right  to  come 
into  this  Court  and  to  call  upon  him  to  make  good  to  her 
what  her  husband  has  deprived  her  of  by  means  of  this 
charga  But  the  answer  is,  that  all  partial  estates  and  in- 
terests, just  as  much  as  absolute  estates  and  interests,  are 
to  be  valid  and  effectual  against  the  widow — ^not,  indeed, 
mere  debts,  but  debts  to  which  her  husband's  lands  are 
subject  or  liable.  Such  debts  are,  in  effect,  partial  interests 
in  those  lands ;  and  this  lady  might  as  well  seek  to  oust  a 
life  estate  created  by  her  husband,  and  to  obtain  against 
the  heir  indemnity  in  respect  of  a  partial  interest  of  that 
description,  as  to  sustain  the  equity  for  which  she  now 
contends. 

It  appears  to  me  that  she  has  no  such  equity  as  against 
the  heir;  and  I  cannot  concur  with  the  observations  of  the 
learned  writer  which  were  made  part  of  the  argument  on 
her  behal£ 

As  regards  the  case  of  Spi/te  v.  HyaU{a)  which  was 
cited  in  argument^  with  the  decision  and  with  the  first  part 
of  the  observations  of  the  Miwter  of  the  Rolls  in  that  case 
I  quite  concur.  Mere  debts,  to  which  the  lands  of  a  de- 
ceased husband  are  not  subject  or  liable,  are  not  within  the 


(a)  20  Beav.  621. 
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5th  section  of  the  Act^  and  are  not  bj  that  section  made 
valid  or  effectual  as  against  his  widow's  right  to  dower. 
Bat  that  is  an  entirely  different  proposition  from  the  one 
here  contended  for. 

I  must,  therefore,  order  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate  to 
be  confirmed. 


IS5S. 


COPE  V.  DOHERTY. 


IT  appeared  by  the  bill  that  the  PlaintifEs  were  Amerir 
cttTw,  and  owners  of  the  AToerican  ship  Tuecarora. 

The  bill  stated,  that,  in  April,  1857,  a  collision  took 


V.CWooD, 

ML 

LOMDB  JUS- 
TIGB8, 

Jvnelith. 
International 

place  between  The  Tuacarora  and  another  American  ship,  pai  Lauh-Aett 
The  Andrew  Foster;  shortly  after  which,  the  latter  foun-  — iv^U^Z^ 
dered  and  was  lost>  with  her  cargo.  Construction. 

Prinut  facie, 
and  unless  the 

The  bill  stated,  that,  in  respect  of  the  loss  of  The  An-  contrary  be 
drew  Foster,  the  Plaintifis  were  answerable  in  damages  to  S^impUed^' 
the  extent  and  in  manner  mentioned  in  Part  IX  of  the  Mer-  J^™  *^®  *l^ 

lute  necessity 

chant  Shipping  Act^  1854  (a),  that  is  to  say,  to  the  extent  of  the  case, 

every  Legisla- 
tore  must  be 
presumed  to  have  intended  by  its  enactments  to  regulate  the  rights  which  should  subsist  be- 
tween its  own  subjects,  and  not  to  affect  the  rights  of  foreigners,  whether  by  way  of  restricting 
or  augmenting  their  natural  ri^^ts. 

Merehant  Sk^pinff  Aeiy  1854  (17  4r  18  VicL,  e,  lOA^CoUiium  between  Foreign  Shipe^Foreign 

La»-nJtuUcial  Cognizcmce, 

The  limitation  of  liability  provided  for  a  shipowner  by  the  504th  section  of  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act,  1854,  where  loss  or  damage  is  occasioned  by  his  ship  to  any  other  ship,  or  to  the 
goods  on  board  any  other  ship, — Heldy  not  to  apply  to  a  case  of  collision  between  two  American 
ships  upon  the  high  seas. 

And  the  Court  refused  to  take  judicial  cognisance  that  the  law  of  America  is,  in  this  respect, 
the  same  as  our  own. 

Bat  if  that  circumstance  be  averred  and  proved,  the  Court  can  administer  American  law 
l^tween  Americttn$-~£kmhle. 

(a)  17  &  18  Vict,  c  104. 
B  b2 
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1858.  of  the  value  of  The  Tuacarora  and  the  freight  due  or  to 
grow  due  in  respect  of  her  then  voyage;  but  Boch  value 
was  insufficient  to  answer  all  the  daims  made,  or  which 
might  be  made,  against  the  Plaintiflw  in  respect  of  the  loss 
of  The  Andrew  Faster. 

The  bill  further  stated,  that  certain  of  the  Defendants,  as 
owners  or  consignees  of  cargo  on  board  Hie  Andrew  FoeUr, 
had  obtained  judgment  in  theJ3our»  ^^  ^t1l!l^"^%  ^Tfl"^ 
on  appeal  by  the  Judicial  Committefi  of  j^p  ^^  fj^"^7^ 
whereby  the  Plaintiffit  were  condemned  in  the  damages 
consequent  on  the  collision,  and  in  costs;  and  that  The 
Tusca/rora  had  been  arrested  by  process  of  the  Admiralty 
Court,  and  was  still  under  arrest  and  liable  to  be  sold. 
It  also  stated,  that  similar  actions  had  been  commenced  in 
respect  of  the  collision  by  the  rest  of  the  Defendants,  some 
claiming  as  owners  of  cargo  on  board  The  Andrew  FoebeTi 
others  as  part  owners  of  that  ship. 

The  bill  prayed,— (1),  That  the  value  of  The  Tuecarora 
and  the  freight  due  and  to  grow  due  in  respect  of  the  voy- 
age, at  the  time  of  the  coUision,  might  be  ascertained  as 
the  Court  should  direct^  the  PlaintiflEs  being  willing  to  pay 
into  court  such  sum  as,  upon  the  result  of  such  inquiry, 
should  properly  be  payable  by  them ;  (2),  That  the  sum 
so  paid  into  court  might  be  distributed  rateably  among  the 
several  claimants  who  had  made,  or  should,  within  sadi 
reasonable  time  as  the  Court  should  direct,  make  or  esta- 
blish any  claim  in  respect  of  the  loss  of  The  Andrew  Foeier; 
(3),  That  the  claims  of  all  parlies  who  should  not  come  in 
and  establish  Iheir  claims  within  such  reasonable  time  might 
be  excluded;  and  (4),  That  thS  Defendants  might  be  re- 
strained from  frurther  proceeding  in  the  Adnuralty  Courts 
and  from  prosecuting  the  actions  commenced  by  them,  and 
from  taking  any  other  proceedings  in  relation  to  the  sub- 
ject matter,  and  from  selling  the  ship ;  or,  if  not  wholy  re- 
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stniined  as  aforesaid,  might  be  so  except  so  &r  as  in  the 
opiiiion  of  the  Court  they  ought  not  to  be  restrained. 

Several  of  the  Defendants  demurred  for  want  of  equity. 

It  appeared  that  some  of  the  Defendants  who  demurred 
were  BrUiA  subjects;  but  it  did  not  appear  whether  all 
waiesa 


1858. 


Mr.  Jamies^  Q.  0.,  and  Mr.  Oiffard,  in  support  of  the     Arymmu. 
demurrer'— 


Contended,  that^  the  Flamti£EB  being  foreigners,  and  the 
collision  having  taken  place  upon  the  high  seas(a)  out  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  country,  the  case  must  be  governed, 
not^  as  the  biU  presumed,  by  the  municipal  law  of  the 
United  Kingdom,  but  by  the  general  rule  of  international 
law  in  cases  of  collision,  namely,  that  the  owner  of  a  vessel 
doing  damage  to  another  is  answerable  for  the  total  loss 
oocanimed  by  the  negligence  or  unskilfulness  of  the  persons 
he  employs,  and  is  liable  to  make  full  compensation — ^Per 
Lm^  fliM^^  in  f ^^  ^f^  qf  T^  n%^  /y^^y.^  cited  in  the 
case  of  The  Dundee(b) ;  and  per  Sir  John  NichoU,  in  the 
esaeof  The  Ovr6lamo(p)  citing  Lord iS&ni^  in  TheNastra 
Signora  de  loa  Dolore8(dj. 


The  limitation  of  liability  provided  in  such  cases  by  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1864(e),  was  our  own  municipal 
law,  intended  for  our  own  subjects,  and  did  not  extend  to 
foreigners.  The  Act  was  a  consolidation  of  all  the  earlier 
statutes  relating  to  merchant  shipping ;  and  that  part  of  it 
was  incorporated  firom  an  earlier  Act,  devoted  almost  ex- 


la)  This  was  not  averred  in  the 
bfll. 
(i)lHagg.A.R.  113. 
(c)  8  Hagg.  A.  B.  186. 


(J)  1  Dods.  290. 
(«)  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104,  Part 
IX.  8.  504. 
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1808.  clusively  to  the  limitation  of  liabilities  of  shipownerB,  the 
53  Qeo.  3,  c.  159,  which  had  been  expressly  held  by  Lord 
Stowell,  in  the  case  of  Thp.  Q^fl  Jo^^wn.,  cited  in  the  case 
of  The  Dv/nd6e(a),  not  to  extend  to  foreign  ships,  upon  the 
Argument  pQ^xoA  that  it  was  a  measure  of  policy,  passed  for  tiie  en- 
couragement of  our  own  maritime  interest,  and  to  remove 
the  terrors  which  would  otherwise  discourage  people  fix>m 
embarking  in  our  maritime  commerce.  That  decision  must 
be  applicable  to  the  present  Act»  incorporating  as  it  did 
these  very  same  provisions  from  the  earlier  Act,  otherwise 
the  process  of  consolidation  would  result  in  a  general  un- 
settling of  the  statute  law  as  declared  by  judicial  interpre- 
tation. And  even  if  the  decision  were  not  so  applicable, 
the  piinciple  must  be  so.  The  effect  of  both  Acts  was  to 
telax  the  general  rule  of  international  law;  and  prim&  fisbde 
all  such  Acts  are  limited  to  the  subjects  of  the  oouhtiy  for 
which  they  are  passed,  and  do  not  extend  to  foreigners. 
"  It  is  never  to  be  presumed,  unless  the  words  are  so  dear 
that  there  can  by  no  possibility  be  a  mistake,  that  the 
Britiah  Le^lature  exceeded  that  power  which  properly 
belongs  to  it,"  viz.  "  to  legislate  for  its  own  subjects  all 
over  the  world,  and  as  to  foreigners  within  its  jurisdictioD, 
but  no  further." — Per  Dr.  Luahmgton,  in  the  case  of  Thi 
Zoll/verein(b);  and  here  no  provision  can  be  pointed  out 
to  rebut  that  presumption.  Upon  this  principle.  Lord 
StoweU,  in  the  case  of  The  Nostra  Signoiu  de  lo8  Do- 
lores (c),  decided  that  foreigners  when  suing  Bri4ish  sub- 
jects were  not  bound  by  the  municipal  law,  and  said,  "  I  do 
not  recognise  the  applicability  of  those  cases  which  have 
been  determined  between  British  subjects  to  such  a  case 
as  this,  which  is  founded  on  the  law  of  nations,  is  brought 
on  the  complaint  of  a  person  not  subject  to  our  laws,  and 
is  to  be  tried  in  a  Court  whose  duty  it  is  to  administer  the 
law  of  nations"  ((2).  And  Dr.  Lushington,  in  the  case  of  Thd 

(a)  1  Hagg.  A.  R.  113.  {d)  And  see  Sir  John  NichoO, 

(h)  2  Jur.,  N.  S.,  429.  in  the  case  of  The  Giroktmo,  3 

(c)  1  Dods,  290.  Hagg.  A.  R.  186. 
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Zollverein,  held  that  the  296th,  298th,  and  299th  sections 
of  the  very  Act  now  in  question  did  not  apply  to  a  case 
m  which  a  foreign  vessel  was  concerned. 

Besides,  even  if  the  Act  should  be  held  to  apply  to  a     ^'^^•"^• 
case  where  a  foreigner  is  Plaintiff,  here  the  Defendants 
have  obtained  a  definitive  sentence  in  the  Court  of  Admi- 
ralty, under  vrhich  the  ship  has  been  arrested. 

The  Yice-Chakcellor— That  is  no  objection  to  the 
bin  I  have  decided  in  Leycester  v.  Logan(a)  that  the 
514th  section  of  this  Act  applies,  notwithstanding  judg- 
ment in  the  Admiralty  Court  condemning  the  ship. 

Mr.  James. — ^Then  we  rely  on  the  former  point,  and 
upon  all  those  authorities  which  have  decided  that  primft 
facie  an  Act  of  the  BirUiah  Legislature  must  be  construed 
to  apply  to  British  subjects,  and  not  to  foreigners,  e,  g. 
ThomsoTi  V.  Hie  Advocate  OeneralQ)),  AtUymey  Oeneral  v. 
Forbes(c),  Arnold  v.  Arnold {d),  and  Jefferys  v.  Boosey{e). 

[They  cited  also  the  case  of  The  MUford(/).] 

Mr.  Amphlett,  Q*  C.,  and  Mr.  C.  IfaU,  in  support  of 
the  bill,  contended,  that  the  Act»  or  at  all  events  Part  IX. 
under  which  the  bill  sought  relief,  applied  to  foreigners  as 
weQ  as  to  British  subjecta 

The  "saving  dause/'  as  it  was  called,  at  the  end  of 
that  Part  of  the  Act  provided  that  nothing  in  the  Ninth 
Part  of  the  Act  contained  should  be  construed  to  extend 
to  any  British  ship  not  beting  a  recognised  British  ship 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act(gr).     Upon  the  Defendants' 

(a)  3  K.  &  J.  446.  (e)  4  H,  L.  C.  S15. 

lb)  12  CI.  &  F.  1.  (/)  Law    Times,  April   3rd, 

(<?)  2  CI.  &  F.  48.  1858. 

(d)  2  Myl.  &  Cr,  256,  270.  (,g)  Sect.  516. 
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oonteDtion  that  clause  should  have  run  thus:   ''to  any 
not  being  a  recognised    British  ship  within  the 
DonSiiTT.     meaning  of   the  Act;''  and  the  word  ''British''  was 
^      superfluous. 

But  the  whole  Act  shows,  that,  wherever  the  oontraxy 
was  not  expressed,  ships  generally,  that  is,  ships  of  all 
countries,  were   intended     The  interpretation  clause  (a) 
provides,  that  the  word  "ship''  shall  include  "every  de- 
scription of  vessel  used  in  navigation,  and  not  propelled 
by  oars," — ^irrespective^  therefore,  of  the  nation  or  oountiy 
to  which  it  belong&    The  Second  Part  of  the  Act  is  in- 
tituled "  British  ships,  their  ownership,  measurement,  and 
registry,"  restricting  that  Part,  therefore,  of  the  Act  ex- 
pressly to  British  shipping,  and  implying  that  in  other 
Parts  of  the  Act  not  so  expressly  restricted,  ships  of  all 
countries  are  included    A  like  inference  arises  fix>m  the 
title  to  the  Fourth  Part  of  the  Act,  which  restricts  the  ap- 
plication of  that  Part  to  British  ships,  and  to  foreign 
steam  ships  of  a  certain  description. 

The  argument^  that  foreign  shipowners,  and  injuries 
done  by  their  ships  upon  the  high  seas  and  beyond  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  country,  are  matters  beyond  the  powers 
of  the  British  Legislature,  and  with  which,  therefore,  it 
could  not  have  intended  to  deal,  proves  too  much;  for  the 
Act  expressly  provides,  that^  whenever  any  injury  has  in 
any  part  of  the  world  been  caused  to  any  property  belong- 
ing-to  her  Majesty  or  to  any  of  her  Majesty's  subjects  by 
any  foreign  ship,  the  judges  of  this  country  shall  have 
power  to  detain  such  foreign  ship  until  satiafiEtction  has 
been  made  or  security  given  to  abide  by  the  event  of 
our  legal  proceedings  (6). 

The  argument,  that  a  foreign  ship  is  not  intended  to  be 
included  unless  expressly  mentioned,  is  answered  by  those 

(a)  Sect  2.  (b)  Sect.  527. 


ArgmuttL 
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Farte  of  the  Act  which  relate  to  pilotage  (a),  lighthoiuses  (6),        1858. 
and  wrecks,  casualties,  and  salvage  (c),  in  which,  although 
fiveign  ships  are  not  expressly  mentioned,  and  "ships'' 
alone  are  spoken  of,  the  Legislature  must  clearly  have  con- 
templated ships  generally. 

But  agreeing  that  neither  the  Act  generally,  nor  the 
Ninth  Part  of  it^  under  which  the  Plaintiflh  seek  relief,  was 
intended  to  apply  to  foreigners,  the  1DuAsiidant&  in  this  case 
have  aj^lied  to  the  tribunals  of  this  countiy ;  having  done 
so,  they  must  abide  by  the  lex  fori,  the  law  of  the  countiy 
to  whose  tribunals  they  have  appealed  ;  and  by  that  law 
no  owner  of  any  sea-going  ship  shall,  imder  circumstances 
like  the  jn^srait^  be  answerable  in  damages  beyond  the 
value  of  his  ship  and  fineight(c2) ;  and  if  sued  in  any  other 
ooort  of  this  countiy,  he  is  entitled  to  the  relief  sought  by 
thebill(6). 

Besides,  several  of  the  Defendants,  including  the  owners 
of  the  ship  which  has  been  lo8t»  are  Americana,  and  the 
American  law  adopts  the  same  rule  as  our  own  with 
leferenoe  to  the  limitation  of  the  liability  of  a  shipowner 
liiuler  drcumstances  like  the  present 

[They  dted  the  case  of  2%6  Sa/racen  (/)  and  the  case  of 
Tht  Johomn  Friedrich  (g).] 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  in  reply — 

The  argument  that  the  lex  fori  entitles  the  Plainti£b  to 
limitation  of  liability,  is  a  petitio  principii,  viz.  that  this 
Act  of  Parliament^  which  is  the  lex  fori,  has  limited  the 

(a)  Part  V.  (0  Sect  514. 

(by  Part  YI.  (/)  4Note8of  Gas.  in  the  £ccl. 

(e)  Part  VTO.  &  Marit.  Courts,  498. 

id)  Sect.  504.  (g)  1  Bob.  A.  B.  35. 
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1858.  liability  of  shipowners  being  &reigner&  And  as  to  the 
"^^^  Fifth,  Sixth,  and  Eighth  Parts  of  the  Act  it  does  not  follow, 
because  certain  special  provisions  as  to  pilotage,  lighthouses, 
wrecks,  and  salvage  must  necessarily  apply  to  certain 
foreign  ships,  that  the  general  provisions  of  the  Act  apply 
toaU. 


DOHBRTT. 

Afyutncnt, 


^ 


(v 


.nf 


As  to  the  verbal  criticism  to  which  the  Act  is  open,  it 
has  been  consolidated  from  various  other  Acts^  and  that 
drcumstanoe  may  account  for  some  inaccuracies  of  ex- 
pression. 

Judgment  reserved. 

Before  the  Vice-Chakcellor  delivered  judgment,  Mr. 
Amphlett  asked  leave  to  mention,  in  reference  to  the  case 
of  The  Carl  Johann,  cited  contra,  and  which  was  decided 
upon  the  Act  53  Geo.  8,  c.  1 59,  that  by  the  5th  section  of  that 
Act  it  was  provided,  that  nothing  therein  contained  should 
extend  to  the  owners  of  certain  specified  vessels,  used  solely 
in  rivers  or  inland  navigation,  "or  any  ship  or  vessel  not^ 
y^U^lduly  rep[is^red  according  to  law " — a  provision  which,  of 
itself,  was  conclusive  of  the  question  then  before  Lord 
StowdL 


May  SrcL  VICE-ChANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PAGE  WoOD  : — 

Judgment,  rj^^  question  in  this  case  is  one  of  considerable  interest, 

and  perhaps,  as  was  observed  by  Dr.  Lushington  in  the 
case  of  The  ZoUverein,  is  not  altogether  free  from  doubt 
or  difficulty.  % 

In  construing  any  Act  of  the  Legislature,  the  verbal 
construction  of  the  particular  section  in  question,  if  it 
be  plain  and  simple,  must  govern  the  Court  in  arriving 
at  its  conclusion.  If  there  be  any  degree  of  doubt  or 
difficulty  upon  the  wording  of  the  particular  section  in 


I 


V, 
DOUBBTT. 

Judgmemi. 
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question,  the  Court  is  entitled  to  look,  first,  at  the  cireum-  1858. 
stances  attending  the  passing  of  the  Act,  next  at  the  ^~cora^ 
preamble,  as  far  as  it  affords  any  indication  which  may 
serve  as  a  key  to  the  interpretation  of  the  Act,  and  then, 
I  may  add,  to  the  whole  purport  and  scope  of  the  Act»  to 
be  collected  from  its  various  clauses  other  than  the  par- 
ticular clause  the  meaning  of  which  is  in  disputa 

Now,  as  regards  the  construction  of  the  particular  section 
here  in  question,  I  apprehend  there  can  be  no  doubt^  that^ 
if  we  were  simply  dealing  with  an  Act  of  our  own  Legis- 
lature relating  to  shipping,  there  would  be  a  clear  presump- 
tion i  priori  that  the  Act  referred  simply  to  the  ships  of 
our  own  oountzy,  it  being  the  plain  and  obvious  rule  in  con- 
struing the  enactments  of  any  Legislature,  that  the  Legis- 
lature of  each  independent  country  must  be  supposed  to 
<leal  with  those  subject  matters  which  are  within  its  own 
control  and  jurisdiction.  As  Dr.  Lushvngton  expresses  it 
in  the  case  of  The  ZoUverein  (a) — "In  looking  to  an 
Act  of  Parliament  with  reference  to  such  a  question  as  I 
am  now  discussing,  viz.  as  to  whether  it  is  intended  to 
apply  to  foreigners  or  not,  I  should,  in  endeavouring  to 
ascertain  the  construction  of  the  Act,  always  bear  in  mind 
the  power  of  the  British  Le^lature ;  for  it  is  never  to  be 
presumed,  unless  the  words  are  so  clear  that  there  can,  by 
no  possibility,  be  a  mistake,  that  the  British  Legislature  ex- 
ceeded that  power  which,  according  to  the  law  of  the  whole 
world,  properly  belonged  to  it  ^The  power  of  this  country 
is  to  legjdate  fo^  Ha  own  Ruh[ecte  all  over  the.^rli  apd  as 
to  foreigners  wiflim  ite  j^]tp«flin^.jon^  hi^t  i^n  fiirthipi^T  PrimA 
bde,  therefore,  it  would  not  be  the  true  construction 
of  the  clause  presented  for  my  consideration,  that  it  ia 
applicable  to  foreign  ships  on  the  high  seas— matters  in 
themselves  entirely  beyond  the  jurisdiction  and  scope  of  the 
Legislature  of  this  country." 

(a)  2  Jur.,  N.  S.,  429. 


Jwigmmi, 
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1858.  However,  there  are  otJier  dauses  of  this  Act  of  Paitia- 

rnent  by  which  fordgn  yeflsels  may  occasioiuJly  be  aSiscted, 
and  which  may  make  it  advisable  to  call  in  aid  those 
additional  guides  to  which  I  have  referred  for  arriving 
at  the  true  construction,  namely  the  general  drcumstanceB 
under  which  the  Act  was  passed,  and  the  preamble  of 
the  Act 

Now,  the  droumstances  under  which  this  Act  was  passed 
and  the  preamble  of  the  Act^  in  fiict,  resolve  themselves 
into  one  question.  Preamble  of  the  Act^  there  is  none 
beyond  the  recital,  ''that  it  is  expedient  to  amend  and 
consolidate  the  Acts  relating  to  merchant  shipping."  There- 
fore, the  circumstances  under  which  it  was  passed  areezadr 
ly  narrated  in  the  preamble  The  Act  was  passed  with 
the  intention  of  consolidating  and  amending  (which  opens 
a  little  wider  the  question  as  to  the  law)  the  Acts  relating 
to  merchant  shipping. 

With  reference  to  the  subject  of  consolidation  and  amend- 
ment, it  is  a  question  always  of  grave  difficulty — and  it  has 
especially  been  felt  to  be  so  by  those  who  have  had  to 
deal  with  the  subject  of  the  consolidation  of  the  statutes  in 
general,  and  who  have  had  to  consider  how  tax  the  object 
they  have  in  view  is  to  be  attained  by  a  process  of  mere 
consolidation,  and  how  £Eur  amendments  should  be  allowed, 
— ^what  will  be  the  effect  of  introducing  the  identical  words 
of  a  former  statute,  but  denuded  of  the  preamble  whidi  has 
hitherto  formed,  in  some  degree,  a  key  to  its  oonstmction ; 
what  again  will  be  the  effect  of  combining  the  words 
introduced  from  a  former  statute  with  other  clauses  intro- 
duced by  way  of  consolidation  into  the  new  statute^  and 
which  may  have  the  effect  of  attaching  to  the  words  of  the 
earlier  Acts  a  construction  entirely  different  from  that 
which  has  hitherto  prevailed  upon  these  veiy  words  as 
they  stand  in  their  original    context      In  consolidatiDg 
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▼arioos  stataies — the  Statute  of  Uses;  for  instance,  and  many 
others  which  have  been  the  subjects  of  nnmerous  judicial 
interpretations^ — one  sees  at  once  the  extieme  difficulties 
to  which  Boch  processes  must  give  rise. 

For  this  reaaon,  I  should  find  myself  placed  in  this  case 
in  some  degree  of  difficulty,  if  I  had  to  rely  upon  the  de» 
mon  of  Lord  S^owell  in  reference  to  the  earlier  Act  of 
Parliament — ^the  53  Qea  3,  a  159 — an  Act  containing  a 
preamble  which  the  Act  before  me  omits(a);  and  contain- 
ing also  (although,  very  singularly,  this  circumstance  does 
not  appear  to  have  been  adverted  to  in  the  judgment  of 
Lord  Stawellf)  the  clause  to  which  my  attention  was  di- 
rected this  moniing(&),  and  which  would  more  especially 
have  confined  that  Act  to  the  subject  matter  of  British 
shipping. 

At  the  time  when  the  ezistmg  law  was  consolidated 
under  the  Act  the  construction  of  which  is  now  in  ques- 
tion, the  earlier  Act  of  the  53  Geo.  3,  a  159,  had  thus 
been  construed  by  Lord  StowM  in  the  case  of  Ths  Carl 
Jclumn,  referred  to  in  the  case  of  The  Dundee(c),  In  the 
case  of  The  Carl  Joha/rm,  the  question  arose  whether  the 
Act  53  Oea  3,  a  159,,  was  applicable  to  foreign  owners; 
and  Lord  StoweU  there  makes  these  observations  upon  the 
subject— observations  which  are  of  importance  indepen- 
dently of  the  actual  construction  of  the  statute  itself: 
"  Anciently,"  he  says,  "  the  owners  were,  under  the  general 
law,  civilly  answerable  for  the  total  loss  occasioned  by  the 
negligence  or  unskilfulness  of  the  persons  they  employed; 

{a)  The  preamble  referred  to  cording  to  law,  and  to  prevent 

conunences  as  follows : — ^'  Where-  any  discouragement  to  merchants 

18  it  is  of  the  utmost  consequence  and  others  from  being  interested 

tnd  importance  to  promote  the  therein.** 
increase  of  the  number  of  ships         {b)  Sect.  5,  vide  supr^  p.  374. 
«nd  vessels    belonging   to    the         (c)  1  Hagg.  A.  R.  113. 
United  Kingdom   registered  ac- 
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1858.  but  the  avowed  purpose  of  the  relaxation  of  this  rule  of  law 
was  to  protect  the  interest  of  those  engaged  in  the  mercan- 
tile shipping  of  the  state''  (that  refers  clearly  to  the  pre- 
amble of  the  Act  he  was  considering),  "  and  to  remove  the 

vdffmen .  ^n-Qjg  which  would  otherwise  discourage  people  from  em- 
barking in  the  maritime  commerce  of  a  country  in  conse- 
quence of  the  indefinite  responsibility  which  the  ancient 
rule  attached  upon  them.  It  was  a  measure  evidently  of 
policy,  and  established  by  countries  for  the  encouragement 
of  their  own  maritime  interesta" 

The  special  clause  to  which  my  attention  was  directed 
this  morning  (a)  can  scarcely  have  been  overlooked  in  the 
argument  of  that  case,  but  still  it  was  open  to  argument 
whether  the  vessel  which  was  there  run  down  beinc:  a 

•^  llMIll  .■    I         II    III!  O 

vessel  within  the  Act  of  Parliament,  that  is  to  say,  a 
registered  British  vessel,  and  the  vessel  by  which  she  was 
run  down  being  a  Swedish  ship,  the  owners  of  the  Swedish 
ship  could  not  claim  the  benefit  of  the  Act  in  question. 

The  general  law,  however,  which  is  there  laid  down  by 
Lord  StoweU,  seems  to  me  to  be  very  material  in  coming 
to  a  conclusion  as  to  the  object  of  the  present  statute, 
framed  as  it  is  by  way  of  consolidation  of  the  law  as  it 
existed  when  the  Act  was  passed.  There  is,  as  I  have 
already  observed,  a  clear  presumption  a  priori  that  the 
present  statute  is  framed,  so  far  as  it  gives  remedy  or 
relief,  for  the  purpose  of  providing  for  the  shipping  of 
this  country;  but  further  than  that,  I  am  led  necessarily 
to  the  same  conclusion  by  the  consideration  that  the 
general  law,  as  Lord  SixywdL  calls  it  —  meaning,  as  I 
apprehend,  not  the  common  ^w  pf  ^his  country^  but 
that  of  nations — ^with  regard  to  injuries  of  this  descrip- 
tion, has  provided  a  more  extensive  remedy  than  that 
provided  by  the  present  Act,  which  limits  the  liability 
of  the  shipowner  to  the  value  of  the  ship  and  freight 

{a)  53  Geo.  3,  c.  159,  s.  5;  supra,  p.  374. 
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Such  being  the  general  law,  the  queBtaon  at  onoe  arises,  in        isds. 
ooDsidering  the  interpretation  which  the  Plaintifib  attempt 
to  put  upon  the  Act  now  under  discussion,  whether  the  Legis- 
lature of  this  country  has  a  right  to  restrict  the  privileges 
which  foreign  owners  would  enjoy  under  thb  general  law  of 
nations,  and  say,  ''whenever  you  are  run  down  by  a  Britiah 
ship  upon  the  high  seas,  if  you  seek  your  remedy  under  the 
general  law  of  nations,  which  would  entitle  you  to  full 
damages  in  respect  of  all  the  injury  you  have  sustained, 
you  are  to  be  tied  dovm  by  the  municipal  law  of  tiiis 
country  to  the  limited  relief  we  have  thought  proper  toj 
give.''     I  apprehend  such  a  construction  would,  in  the    ^ 
words  of  Dr.  Luehington,  be  the  last  I  ought  to  adopt    > 
It  would  be  to  impute  to  the  British  Legislature  an 
attempt  to  legislate  for  foreigners,  by  taking  away  those 
rights  and  privileges  which  they  enjoy  by  the  general  law, 
which  gives  full  compensation  for  damages,  and  to  tie  them 
down  to  a  remedy  limited  to  a  portion  of  the  property  of 
the  owner  of  the  particular  ship  which  has  inflicted  the 
damage. 

Such  a  course  of  proceeding  would  be,  as  regards  many 
countries,  extremely  inequitable  in  another  point  of  view. 
The  Legislature  of  this  nation — a  vast  maritime  nation, 
with  an  immense  commercial  marine — might  not  unrea- 
sonably say  to  the  owners  of  ships  of  another  large  mari- 
time nation,  "  Looking  to  the  large  number  of  vessels  of 
our  two  countries  plying  to  eveiy  quarter  of  the  globe,  the 
chance  is  as  equal  to  the  one  as  it  is  to  the  other  of  doing 
serious  damage;  and  inasmuch  as,  if  shipowners  are  to  be 
made  liable  for  the  negligence  of  their  servants  'to  the  total 
amount  of  their  fortunes,  the  consequence  will  be  to  dis- 
courage persons  from  risking  their  capital  in  the  mer- 
cantile marine,  it  is  desirable  that  we  should  curtail  the 
principles  of  general  law  in  settling  the  amount  to  which 
the  sufferer  shall  be  entitled  in  cases  of  collision  and  loss 
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1858.  by  reason  of  such  n^Iigenoe.'  But  to  adopt  such  a  ooorae 
with  reference  to  other  nations  not  so  eircumstanced,  would 
be  extremely  inequitable,  independently  of  the  general 
consideration  of  the  impropriety  of  l^islating  for  foreignere 
^"^'^  and  restricting*  their  natural  right&  There  are  many 
nations  in  Europe  with  a  much  more  limited  marine  than 
our  own,  who,  in  sailing  along  the  narrow  seas  of  Bwrope, 
are  far  more  in  danger  of  receiving  than  of  inflicting 
damage,  by  reason  of  the  small  number,  and  I  might  add, 
the  small  description  of  vessels  they  employ,  compared  with 
our  own  commercial  navy;  and  i^  j^pfrtmt^  i^  tjffl  fthijw 
?j^Burh  "'^^^^^^^  it  ^^yld  ^  vnrp^^^onabl**  tift  Bironw  ^^"""^ 

ly^  i^n  inf^finyn  ^^^  ^^a  y^rj  of  tho  Legislature  <y  ^|i^4<l>fi 
owners  in  the  exercise  of  that  which  is  their  natural  ligH 
viz.  to-reoover  damages  to  the  full  amount  of  the  injuiy 
they  may  sustain.  Such  an  interpretation  of  the  Act 
in  question  seems  to  me  so  contrary  to  all  principle 
that  nothing  short  of  some  conclusive  argument  firom  the 
general  frame  and  scope  of  the  Act  would  lead  me  to 
adopt  it 

Now,  when  I  come  to  consider  the  general  frame  and 
scope  of  the  Act,  I  find  that  which  at  first  sight  appears  in 
some  degree  to  £Bbvour  the  contention  of  the  Petitioners.  I  do 
not  advert  to  the  definition  of  the  word  "ship"(a),  which 
strikes  me,  as  it  appears  to  have  struck  Dr.  Lushington  in 
the  case  of  The  ZoUverein,  as  defining  simply  the  descrip- 
tion of  vessels  to  which  the  word  "ship''  is  to  extend, 
without  reference  to  their  nationality.  The  interpretation 
clause  contains  nothing  from  which  I  can  judge  whether  it 
was  intended  that  the  word  "  ship,''  which  primft  bide 
would,  I  apprehend,  have  meant  an  English  ship,  was  to 
have  a  larger  and  more  general  signification;  but  when  I 
come  to  the  various  Farts  into  which  the  Act  is  divided, 

(a)  The  2nd  section  of  the  Act      vessel    used  in   navigation  not 
provides  that  the  word  ^'ship*'      propelled  hy  oars, 
shall  indnde  every  description  of 
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there  seem  to  be  some  portions  of  it  which  specifically 
poiDt  to  BrUisk  ships. 

The  Second  Part  of  the  Act  is  headed  "  Briiiah  ships : 
thdr  ownership^  measurement,  and  registry/'  Some  sort  of 
inference  may  be  raised  upon  that  heading,  that,  when 
BriAtik  ships  are  not  named  in  the  Act^  ships  generally  are 
to  be  intended,  that  is  to  say,  all  ships. 

The  Fourth  Part^  which  is  headed  "  Safety  and  prevention 
of  accidents,'"  and  which  contains  the  sections  Dr.  Lushvivg- 
ton  had  to  consider  in  the  case  of  The  ZoUverem,  com- 
mences thus : — "  The  Fourth  Part  of  this  Act  shall  apply 
to  all  BrUiah  ships;  and  all  foreign  steam-ships,  carrying 
passengers  between  places  in  the  United  Kingdom,  shall  be 
sabject  to  all  the  provisions  contained  in  the  Fourth  Part  of 
this  Act,  and  likewise  to  the  same  provisions  with  respect 
to  the  certificates  of  the  masters  and  mates  thereof  to  which 
Briti^  steam-ships  are  subject"  Taking  the  whole  of  that 
together,  the  wording  is  rather  favourable  to  the  contention 
that  foreign  ships  are  not  intended,  except  where  specifically 
adverted  to ;  and,  in  the  case  where  they  are  so  adverted  to, 
I  find  it  is  a  most  reasonable  Act  of  the  Legislature,  and  not 
contrary  to  any  of  the  principles  to  which  I  have  been  re- 
ferring, which  would  prevent  the  Court  firom  concluding  that 
foreign  ships  were  to  be  brought  under  the  control  of  the 
Legislature  of  this  country.  It  alludes  to  steam-ships 
.carrying  passengers  from  one  part  of  the  United  Kingdom 
to  another.  Nothing  could  be  more  reasonable  than  for  any 
oountiy  to  say,  "As  you  are  passing  along  our  seas  from 
port  to  port^  you  shall  be  subject  to  the  rules  and  regulations 
wbicb  OTu:  Legislature  thinks  fit  to  impose  upon  all  those 
who  are  either  occasioning  or  suffering  hazard  or  damage." 

Another  section,  on  which  the  Plaintifi  rely,  is  the 
527th, — ^the  very  section  under  which  the  Plainti£Bi  in  the 
VOL  IV.  c  c 
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18^8.  Admiralty  Court  are  taking  the  proceedings  which  the 
Plaintiffs  in  equity  now  seek  to  restrain.  This  abo  is  a 
special  clause,  and  directs  what  is  to  be  done  wheneyer  any 
injury  has,  in  any  part  of  the  world,  been  caused  to  any 
property  belonging  to  the  Queen  or  to  any  of  her  subjects 
by  any  foreign  ship,  if  at  any  time  thereafter  such  ship  is 
found  in  any  port  or  river  of  the  United  Kingdom,  (^  within 
three  miles  of  the  coast : — showing  again,  by  the  special 
manner  in  which  that  case  is  provided  for,  the  intention  of 
the  Legislature,  so  far,  to  deal  only  with  foreign  ships  to 
the  extent  that  is  reasonable  and  right;  and  nothing  can  be 
more  right  and  reasonable  than  the  provision  of  that  seo- 
tion,  viz.  that,  in  such  a  case,  if  you  find  the  ship  of  the 
wrongdoer  within  your  jurisdiction,  you  should  be  at  liberty 
to  detain  it  until  satisfaction  has  been  made  in  respect 
of  the  injury,  or  until  security  has  been  given  to  abide 
by  the  event  of  legal  proceedings  in  the  Courts  of  this 
country. 

I  ought,  also,  to  notice  the  argument^  that  there  are 
other  Parts  of  the  Act,  such  as  Part  Y.,  which  relates  to 
pilotage,  Part  YL,  which  relates  to  lighthouses^  and  Part 
YIIL,  headed  "wrecks,  casualties,  and  salvage,''  which  must, 
it  was  said,  apply  to  foreigners,  although  "  foreign  ships  " 
are  not  expressly  mentioned,  and  the  word  ''  ship  "  alone  is 
used.  As  to  that,  it  is  by  no  means  clear  to  my  mind  that 
those  Parts  of  the  Act  have  necessarily  a  general  apjdicatiaii 
to  all  foreign  ships;  but  if  they  have,  it  can  only  arise  from 
the  circumstance  on  which  the  argument  is  based,  vis.  that 
such  is  the  necessary  construction  of  those  particular  Farts 

/of  the  Act;  and  that  there,  again,  the  right  to  legislate  arises 
from  the  necessity  of  dealing  with  what  takes  place  upon 
our  own  shores,  and  within  the  proper  and  immediate  juris- 
diction  of  our  own  Legislatura  With  regard  to  salvage,  for 
instance,  that  is,  wrecks  upon  our  own  shores,  it  is  but 
reasonable  that  the  Legislature  of  this  country  should  deal 
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with  that  subject  as  it  thinks  proper ;  and  the  same  re-  isss. 
mark  applies  to  the  provisions  as  to  pilots  and  the  piloting 
of  ships  within  the  narrow  seas  forming  a  part  of  the  resdm 
of  the  United  Kingdom^  and  as  to  the  dues  payable  for  the 
use  of  parts  and  harbours  and  of  the  lighthouses  and  other 
things  upon  our  own  shores, — all  matters  necessarily  re- 
quiring l^gislatioii  to  regulate  them.  Inall  these  instances, 
from  the  nature  of  the  case,  this  country  would  have  a 
right  to  l^islate  for  ships  generally,  whether  of  its  own  sub- 
jects or  of  foreigners;  and  the  latter,  if  necessarily  included, 
would  be  understood  to  be  so  without  being  expressly 
mentioned  in  the  provisions  of  the  Act  relative  to  that 
subject 

But  the  Ninth  Part  of  the  Act  is  that  which  contains  the 
particular  section  the  meaning  of  which  I  have  to  deter- 
mine. The  Ninth  Part  of  the  Act  deals  generally  with  the 
subject  of  damage  done  by  ships,  wherever  such  damage 
may  be  done. 

In  the  case  before  me  it  is  damage  done  by  cue 
AmericfMi  ship  to  another  Arnsrican  ship  upon  the 
high  seas.  Now,  hitherto,  I  have  considered  only  the 
question  as  between  a  ship  of  this  country  and  a  ship  of 
a  foreign  country.  Even  in  such  a  case  it  appeared  to 
me,  as  I  have  said,  that  it  would  be  beyond  the  province 
of  the  Legislature  of  this  country,  and  imreasonable  and 
inequitable^  to  legislate ;  but  to  suppose  that  the  Legislature 
of  this  country  had  it  in  contemplation  to  restrict  the  com- 
mon natural  rights  I  have  referred  to  as  between  two  ships 
both  belonging  to  foreign  countries  on  the  high  seas,  would 
be  still  more  startling  than  to  presume  that  it  intended  to 
deal  with  foreigners  in  a  case  where  those  who  are  affected 
by  the  act  of  such  foreigners  are  British  subjects,  and 
amenable  therefore  to  the  Acts  of  the  Legislature.  It 
would  be  a  presumption  of  a  most  singular  character  to 

c  G  2 
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suppose  that  the  Legislature  intended  to  frame  a  contract 
contrary,  as  Lord  Stowell  expresses  it,  to  the  nataral  law 
to  be  binding  npon  two  foreigners^  neither  of  whom  it 
could  have  a  right  in  any  way  to  affect^  by  interfering 
either  with  the  general  law  of  nations,  or  with  the  peculiar 
municipal  law,  if  I  may  so  term  it^  to  which  the  foreigners 
in  question  would  have  recourse  in  their  dealings  with  each 
other. 

It  was  contended  upon  this  part  of  the  case,  that  the 
lex  fori  should  prevail,  upon  those  general  grounds  upon 
which  the  lex  fori  has  been  held  to  operate.    But  it  is 
clearly  laid  down  by  Dr.  Lushimgton  in  the  case  of  Hie 
ZoUverei/n,  citing  with  approbation   Mr.  Justice  Storjfa 
work  upon  the  subject(a),  that»  although  the  lex  fori  has 
application  to  everything  concerning  the /orm  of  the  pro- 
cedure, with  regard  to  the  substance  of  the  proceeding  it 
has  no  application  whatever.     And  clearly  an  Act,  which 
limits  the   damages    to  which  the  shipowner   is  to  be 
liable  under  circumstances  like  the  present^   deals  with 
the  substance  and  not  the  form  of  the  prooedura    It  in 
effect  forms  a  contract,  that»  whereas  by  the  natural  law, 
the  owner  of  the  ship  or  property  that  has  been  injured 
would  be  entitled  to  damages  to  the  full  extent  of  the  loss 
he  has  sustained,  all  those  persons  upon  whom  the  Legis- 
lature can  impose  such  a  contract^  that  is  to  say,  all  its 
own  subjects,  shall  forego  that  which  the  natural  law — the 
common  law,  as  we  should  call  it  in  England — would 
give  them,  and  shall  be  entitied  only  to  the  amount  of  the 
value  of  the  ship  by  which  the  injury  has  been  inflicted, 

(a)  **  In  regard  to  the  merits  dies  and  the  order   of  judicial 

and  rights  involved  in  actionf,  proceedings  are  to  he  according 

the  law  of  the  place  where  they  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the 

originated  is  to  govern :    In  iis  action  is  instituted,  vrithont  any 

qu»  spectant  decisoria  causae,  et  regard  to  the  domicil  of  the  par- 

litis  decisionem,  inspiciuntur  sta-  ties,  the  origin  of  the  right,  or 

tuta  loci  ubi  contractus  fuit  cele-  ihe  country  of  the  Act**  Stoiy*! 

bratus.    But  the  forms  of  reme-  Confl.  of  Laws,  sect  6SS. 
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a&d  of  the  freight  due  or  to  grow  due  in  respect  of  such        i858. 
ship  daring  the  Yoyaga 

To  return,  however,  to  the  Ninth  Part  of  the  Act,  and 
the  wording  of  the  particular  section  now  in  question. — ^The 
Ninth  Part  of  the  Act  is  headed  "  liability  of  shipowners^'' 
and  commences  thus:  ''The  Ninth  Part  of  this  Act  shall 
apply  to  the  whole  of  her  Majesty's  dominions."  That  of 
itself  is  un&vourable  rather  than  otherwise  to  the  Plain- 
ti£b'  contention,  from  the  inference  it  may  raise,  that,  inas- 
much as  that  Part  of  the  Act  is  expressly  extended  beyond 
OrecUBrUavn  to  the  whole  of  her  Majesty's  dominions,  it 
was  not  meant  to  extend  to  anything  taking  place  be- 
yond that  sphere;  although  it  may  not  be  inconsistent 
with  the  Plaintiffs'  contention,  that»  when  the  litigation 
takes  place  within  her  Alajesty's  dominions,  this  Part  of 
the  Act  is  to  apply  to  such  litigation. 

The  Act  then  proceeds  thus:  "No  owner  of  any  sea* 
going  ship  or  share  therein  shall  be  liable  to  make  good 
any  loss  or  damage  that  may  happen  without  his  actual 
&ult  or  privity  of  or  to  any  of  the  following  things,  that  is 
to  say — 

'*  (1).  Of  or  to  any  goods,  merchandise,  or  other  things 
whatsoever,  taken  in  or  put  on  board  any  such  ship,  by 
reason  of  any  fire  happening  on  board  such  ship ; 

"  (2).  Of  or  to  any  gold,  silver,  diamonds,  watches,  jewels^ 
or  precious  stones  taken  in  or  put  on  board  any  such 
ship  by  reason  of  any  robbery,  embezzlement^  making 
away  with,  or  secreting  thereof,  unless  the  owner  or  ship- 
per thereof  has,  at  tho  time  of  shipping  the  same,  in- 
serted in  his  bills  of  lading,  or  otherwise  declared  in  writ- 
ing to  the  master  or  owner  of  such  ship,  the  true  nature 
and  value  of  such  articles, 
"  To  any  extent  whatever."  (a) 

(a)  Sect.  503. 
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1858.  Now,  it  would  be  a  most  singular  restriction  for  us  to 

impose  upon  a  foreigner,  to  enact,  that  when  a  foreign  ship 
is  run  down,  and  articles  of  that  description  are  lost  or 
damaged,  no  liability  whatever  shall  be  incurred  except 

*"^'^'  under  the  circumstances  mentioned  in  that  section.  Cer- 
tainly, there  is  nothing  in  that  section  to  lead  to  the  infer- 
ence that  foreign  vessels  were  in  the  contemplation  of  the 
Legislature. 

Then  the_5Q4th  section  (which  is  the  one  now  in  ques- 
tion) enacts  as  follows :  *TTo  owner  of  any  sea-going  ship 
or  share  therein  shall,  in  cases  where  all  or  any  of  the  fol- 
lowing events  occur  without  his  actual  fault  or  privity,  that 
is  to  say — 

''(1).  Where  any  loss  of  life  or  personal  injury  is  caused 
to  any  person  being  carried  in  such  ship; 

"  (2).  Where  any  damage  or  loss  is  caused  to  any  goods, 
merchandise,  or  other  things  whatsoever  on  board  any  such 
ship; 

"  (3).  Where  any  loss  of  life  or  personal  injury  is  by  rea- 
son of  the  improper  navigation  of  such  seargoing  ship  as 
aforesaid  caused  to  any  person  carried  in  any  other  ship  or 
boat; 

"  (4).  Where  any  loss  or  damage  is  by  reason  of  any  such 
improper  navigation  of  such  sea-going  ship  as  aforesaid 
caused  to  any  other  ship  or  boat,  or  to  any  goods,  mer- 
chandise, or  other  things  whatsoever  on  board  any  other 
ship  or  boat,''  (that  is  the  clause  here  in  question) 
/  "  Be  anpwflrah!^  ji^  HftTT^^jfA^a  to  an  extent  beyond  the  value 
I  of  his  ship,  and  the  freight  due  or  to  grow  due  in  respect 
of  such  ship  during  the  voyage  which  at  the  time  of  the 
happening  of  any  such  events  as  aforesaid  is  in  prosecution 
or  contracted  for.'' 

Now,  even  if  the  section  stopped  there,  it  would  seem,  as 
I  said  before,  upon  the  principle  I  have  endeavoured  to 
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enimtiate,  a  very  singular  supposition  that  the  Legislature 
intended  to  cut  down  the  right  of  a  foreigner^^^venas 
ggainat  a  Br»jfafc  ywner^  and  Still  mor«  »«  '^gM^'^t  flfcHtftb^'' 
foreif[n  owner,  from  that  large  remedy,  which,  but  for  the 
species  of  contract  imposed  by  the  Act,  he  would  have  had, 
to  the  special  and  limited  remedy  to  which  the  Act  restricts 
the  rights  of  its  own  subjects.  But  then  comes,  at  the  end 
of  the  section,  a  proviso,  which  is  unquestionably  of  great 
importance  in  construing  the  whole  section,  viz.  ''that  in 
DO  case  where  any  such  liability  as  aforesaid  is  incurred  in 
respect  of  loss  of  life  or  personal  injury  to  any  passenger, 
shall  the  value  of  any  such  ship,  and  the  freight  thereof,  be 
taken  to  be  less  than  fifteen  pounds  per  registered  ton.'' 


There  I  have  at  once  a  provision  which  can  only  refer  to 
British  shipa  The  registered  ton  is  a  quantity  ascertained 
by  British  law.  The  system  of  registration  by  tonnage  is 
imposed  by  that  law  in  a  series  of  very  special  and  minute 
directiona  It  is  a  system  extremely  artificial,  peculiar  to 
the  navy  or  shipping  of  this  country,  and  not  recognised  by 
foreign  nations ;  and  in  case  of  damage  done  by  a  foreign 
ship,  it  would  be  extremely  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to 
ascertain  the  tonnage  of  the  ship  by  which  the  damage  was 
done 

Besides,  while  it  is  plain  upon  that  section  of  the  Act^ 
that  a  contract  is  imposed  by  the  L^slature  upon  persons 
who  take  proceedings  against  shipowners  in  respect  of  such 
I08B  and  damage  as  there  mentioned,  that  they  shall  not 
recover  in  damages  to  an  extent  beyond  the  value  of  the 
ship  and  freight,  it  is  no  less  clear,  that,  while  the  common 
right  is  restricted  in  that  respect^  it  is  extended  and  en- 
larged in  another  respect  by  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  the 
section,  that  if  you  have  sustained  personal  injury,  or  if  you 
are  the  executor  of  a  person  whose  life  has  been  destroyed 
under  the  circumstances  mentioned  in  the  Act^  and  entitled 
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1858.  to  recover  for  such  injuiy  or  loss  of  life,  yoa  shall  in  no  case 
have  the  value  of  the  ship  and  freight  estimated  at  less 
than  1  hi.  per  ton.  But  here  again,  there  is  an  additional 
argument  against  the  supposition  that  the  section  was 
intended  to  apply  to  foreignera  For,  in  case  of  personal 
injury  or  loss  of  life  under  circumstances  of  this  nature, 
attributable  to  a  foreign  ship^  how  could  the  party  com- 
plaining ever  exercise  the  enlaiged  right  there  given  by  the 
Act?  I  apprehend  it  would  not  be  according  to  natural  law — 
that  law  which  governs  all  civilised  nations, — ^that  any  com- 
pensation whatever  should  be  recovered  for  loss  of  life.  It  is 
not  even  the  common  law  of  this  country,  however  reason- 
able it  may  be,  that  a  person  whose  life  has  been  destroyed 
should  through  his  executors  seek  a  remedy  for  that  loss; 
and  the  same,  I  apprehend,  is  true  of  the  general  law  of  most 
Eunypeam  nations.  The  very  circumstance,  therefore,  of  this 
provision  being  introduced  is  a  strong  indication  that  when 
the  L^slature  was  laying  down  the  previous  rules  for  the 
limitation  of  liability  and  restriction  of  damage,  it  intended 
those  rules  to  be  applicable  to  British  shipping  and  to 
British  shipping  only. 

Then  the  Act  contains,  in  the  507th  and  following 
sections^  an  elaborate  series  of  provisions  under  the  head 
"  mode  of  procedure,'*  which  do  not  in  the  least  contemplate 
a  case  in  which  a  foreigner  is  a  party  interested.  In  case 
of  loss  of  life  or  personal  injury  the  Board  of  Trade  may 
institute  certain  inquiries  as  to  the  persons  killed  or 
injured  (a): — all  matters  as  to  which  independently  of  the 
Act  a  foreigner  would  be  under  no  liability  whatever; — and 
then  rules  are  laid  down  as  to  how  money  paid  for  damage 
is  to  be  accounted  for  between  part-owners  (&). 

Then  I  come,  in  the  516th  section,  headed  "saving 
clause,''  to  the  only  passage  upon  which  any  possible 

(a)  Sect.  507.  (b)  Sect.  515. 
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doabt  can  be  suggested  as  to  the  oonstructioii*  and  which  is  i85S. 
in  these  words: — ''  Nothing  in  the  Ninth  Part  of  this  Act 
contained  shall  be  construed  to  lessen  or  take  away  any 
liability  to  which  any  master  or  seaman,  being  also  owner 
or  partrowner  of  the  ship  to  which  he  belongs,  is  subject  in  ^^^^ 
his  capacity  of  master  or  seaman,  or  to  extend  to  any 
British  ship  not  being  a  recognised  British  ship  within 
the  meaning  of  this  Act'" 

The  argument  upon  that'  section  was,  that^  unless  the 
idiole  of  the  Ninth  Part  of  the  Act  was  intended  to  apply 
to  foreign  as  well  as  British  shipping,  the  mention  of  a 
British  ship  would  have  been  superfluoua  The  Legisla- 
ture would  have  said,  that  nothing  in  that  Part  of  the  Act 
contained  should  be  construed  "  to  extend  to  any  ship  not 
bemg  a  recognised  British  ship  within  the  meaning  of 
this  Act" 

But  it  seems  to  me,  that  this  criticism  upon  the  wording; 
of  the  Act»  however  plausible,  is  far  too  insignificant  to 
override  those  higher  principles  of  construction,  which  ap- 
pear to  me,  as  they  did  to  Dr.  Lushington  in  the  case  of 
The  ZoUverei/n,  to  be  the  principles  by  which  the  decision 
of  the  Court  must  necessarily  be  governed.  I  have  already 
observed  upon  the  singular  circumstance,  that,  in  the  short 
report  of  the  case  of  The  Carl  Johann,  the  5th  section  of 
the  Act  there  in  question,  which  of  itself  would  seem  con- 
dusive  of  the  point  in  dispute,  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
referred  to.  It  is,  also,  somewhat  singular,  that,  in  the  case 
of  The  ZoUverein,  Dr.  Lushimgton  does  not  refer  to  the 
circumstance,  that  the  sections  (a)  of  the  Act  with  which  he 
was  there  dealing,  are  firr^figp^y  aTOlicable  '*  to  all  Bri^taft 

sVps,"  and  te.forejgJ^iK^.ft  f^rtaJD  dift^^S^gr*  ^^  ''^^ 

fordgn  steam-ships  carrying  passengers  between  places  in 
the  United  Kingdom"  (b),  that  character  being  one  to  which 

(a)  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104,  S0.  296,  298,  299.  (6)  Sect.  291. 
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1858.        the  vessel  then  in  question  did.  not  bdong.    At  the  same 
time,  I  have  the  great  advantage  of  learning  from  thoee 
cases  the  opinions  formed  by  such    minds  as   thoee   of 
Lord  Stowdl  and  Dr.  Lushmgton, — ^so  peculiaily  com- 
petent to  deal  with  questions  of  international  law  of  this 
description — as  to  the  general  principles  which  ought  to 
regulate  me  in  deciding  this  case;  and  I  decide  it  entirely 
upon  those  general  principles,  which,  to  my  mind,  render 
it  proper  for  every  Court  of  judicature,  in  construing  the 
enactments  of  any  Legislature,  to  presume,  prim&  fiskcie,  and, 
unless  the  contrary  be  expressed,  or  be  implied  from  the 
absolute  necessity  of  the  case,  that  such  Legislature   in- 
tended by  its  enactments  to  regulate  the  rights  which 
should  subsist  between  its  own  subjects,  and  not  in  any  way 
to  affect  the  rights  of  foreigners^  whether  by  way  of  restrict- 
ing or  augmenting  their  natural  righta     Li  construing  our 
own  statutes,  no  other  rule  can  be  a  sound  rule  to  adopt, 
unless  it  be  clear,  from  the  absolute  necessity  of  the  case, 
tiiat  the  Legislature  intended  to  affect  the  rights  of  foreign- 
era    I  find  no  such  necessity  in  the  Act  before  me,  either  in 
the  **  saving  clause  "  which  I  have  discussed,  or  in  any  other 
part  of  the  Act     I  find  nothing  in  the  Act  to  show  that 
the  Legislature  intended  by  the  Part  of  the  Act  now  in 
question — ^the  Ninth  Part  of  the  Adr— either  to  restrict  or 
to  enlarge  the  rights  of  any  foreigners  in  respect  of  matters 
occurring  out  of  its  jurisdiction,  even  in  a  question  between 
a  foreigner  and  one  of  our  own  subjects,  still  less  in  a 
question  between  two  foreigners ;  and  I  hold  further,  that 
the  lex  fori  cannot  be  applicable  to  a  case  like  the  present, 
inasmuch  as  the  section  in  question  relates  not  to  the  form  of 
judicial  procedure,  but  to  the  very  substance  of  the  matter 
in  respect  of  which  such   procedure    is  to   take    place. 
The  whole  section  is  founded  upon  a  particular  species  of 
legal  contract^  which  cannot  be  imposed  by  our  Legislature 
as  between  its  own  subjects  and  foreigners  not  subject  to  its 
jurisdiction,  still  less  as  between  two  foreignera  whose 
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rights  must  be  goyerned  by  entirely  different  laws»  as  well 
as  by  different  modes  of  procedure. 

I  have  not  commented  upon  what  was  alleged  in  the 
aignment  in  support  of  the  bill,  that  the  American 
law  is  identical  with  our  own  upon  the  point  in  question* 
because  that  is  not  averred  upon  the  bill;  and>  not  being 
averred,  I  cannot  take  cognizance  of  it  If  that  were 
STerred  and  proved,  a  case  of  a  different  description  might 
arise  between  the  Plaintiffs  and  such  (if  any)  of  the  Defend- 
ants as  may  be  Anusricanti. — T  ah^^M  hft  finT^petent  to  ad- 
minister An^iruuMt  law  bfitwefin  Avn^triix^  OQPfjnjrJifire 
fortelie£ 


1858. 


Jtidj^iiMiit. 


As  regards  such  of  the  Defendants  who  have  demurred 
as  are  English,  it  will  be  useless  to  amend;  for,  as  against 
them,  no  amendment  will  better  the  Plaintiffs'  case.  There- 
fore, if  none  but  English  have  demurred,  I  should  prefer 
not  giving  liberty  to  amend. 


? 


Mr.  AmpUett. — It  does  not  appear  whether  all  the  de- 
muning  Defendants  are  Englisk 

The  Yice-ChakcelIjOB. — If  it  does  not  so  appear,  I  will 
^ve  liberty  to  amend  generally,  simply  because  it  does  not 
appear;  but  as  regards  such  of  them  as  are  EngUah,  I  en- 
tertain no  doubt 

BnnmsBB  allowed.    Liberty  to  amend  within  a  week. 


MimUe  of 
Order. 


The  Defendants  appealed ;  but  the  LoBDS  Justices,  after     Ji^  is<a. 
a  rehearing  of  some  days  duration,  and  having  reserved    Lobds  Jus- 
judgment^  now  dismissed  the  appeal  with  costs. 


TIGB8. 
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^<v^  ANDREWS  V.  HTILSK 

^^^'^^TL  ^  ^^  ^^^'  ^®^  ^y  Charles  Andrews  and  i7i2»  ^.tm  hia 
Lard-^uris-  wife,  before  her  marriage  with  him  EUza  An/n,  Bridkwell, 
j^jf'^J^^  spinster,  stated,  that  at  a  court  holden  in  April,  1856,  for 

J)*"^^'  the  manor  of  Cockermouth,  in  Dagenham,  in  the  connty 
This  Court  hjiB  of  Sasex,  of  which  the  Defendant  Charles  If  vise  was  lord, 
jnris^i^n  the  Plaintiff,  by  her  then  name  of  Eliaa  An/n  Brickwdl, 
law^toreSSeve^  Spinster,  was  admitted  to  certain  copyhold  hereditaments, 
a  copyholder  parcel  of  the  said  manor,  and  which  were  then  subject  to 
legal  seizure  of  ft  lease  to  the  Defendant  Palmer  for  fourteen  years  from 
pro^i^^^  Michaehnas,  1853,  to  hold  to  her,  her  heirs  and  assigns, 
the  lord  of       according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor. 

the  manor.  ° 

Demurrer  to 

a  hiU  for  such       Then,  i^r  setting  out  a  correspond^ice  between  one 

reliefover-  »  o  r 

ruled.  Edward  Sage,  the  steward  of  the  manor,  and  the  Plain- 

tifiGs'  solicitor,  with  a  view  to  an  enfranchisement  of  the 
copyhold  premises  which  the  lord  desired  to  have  effected, 
the  bill  proceeded  to  state,  that»  notwithstanding  such  nego- 
tiations were  pending,  without  any  further  commimication 
whatever  between  Sage  and  Metcalfe,  without  any  notice 
or  intimation  from  the  Defendant  HvZse  or  his  steward 
to  the  Plaintifis  or  any  of  them,  that  it  was  his  intention 
to  seize  the  premises  or  any  of  them  as  for  a  forfeiture, 
without  the  presentment  by  the  homage  of  the  manor  of 
any  act  of  forfeiture  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  Eliza 
An/rv,  and  without  any  proclamation,  the  Defendant  Hvlsef 
by  his  steward,  on  the  10th  of  December,  1857,  directed  his 
bailiff  to  seize  the  aforesaid  copyhold  hereditaments,  and 
the  bailiff  accordingly  seized  the  sam^  and  the  Defendant 
Hvlse  thereupon  (as  he  alleged)  procured  the  Defendant 
Palmer  to  attorn  tenant  thereof  to  him  Hvlse. 

The  bill  stated,  that  the  first  intimation  or  knowledge 
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which  the  Plaintiffi  htMl  of  such  seizure  and  attornment 
was  oonTeyed  to  Metcalfe  by  the  following  letter  from  Sage^ 
dated  January  8,  1858:— 

'*  Manor  of  Cociermouth,  re  Brickwdl.  I  herewith  send 
you  copy  of  the  proceedings  which  have  taken  place  as  to 
this  estate.'^ 

This  letter  inclosed  the  following  paper  writings: — 

**  Manor  of  Cockermouth,  in  Dagenha/ni,  in  the  county 
of  Essex, 

*  To  Mr.  Oearge  Parsons,  bailiff  of  the  court  of  the  said 
manor: 

"  Whereas  Eliza  Ann  Bridewell,  a  copyhold  or  custom- 
ary tenant  of  this  manor,  hath  committed  divers  acts, 
whereby  the  copyhold  or  customary  estate  of  her  the  said 
Eliza  Ann  BrichuoM  has  become  forfeited  to  the  lord  of 
this  manor,  and  which  said  acts  are  as  follows,  viz.  the  said 
Eliza  Ann  BrichvdL  hath  at  divers  times  fallen  timber 
growing  upon  the  said  copyhold  estate  without  license 
from  the  lord;  and  the  said  Eliza  Ann  BrichwM  hath 
also  at  divers  times  dug  and  sold  and  received  money 
for  gravel  taken  from  the  said  copyhold  estate  without  a 
license  fit>m  the  lord  so  to  do;  and  hath  also  wilfully 
neglected  to  pay  the  lord  of  the  said  manor  the  annual 
quit  rent  due  upon  and  from  the  said  estate;  and  where- 
as the  said  Eliza  Ann  Brichwell  hath  neglected  to  at- 
tend the  general  court  baron  of  the  lord  of  this  manor 
to  do  her  suit  and  service,  although  duly  summoned  to  do 
80:  It  is,  therefore,  commanded  and  ordered  that  you,  the 
said  Oearge  Parsons,  do  seize,  and  you  are  hereby  autho- 
rised and  required  to  seize  all  the  said  copyhold  estate, 
&nn,  lands,  and  hereditaments,  with  the  appurtenances,  so 
forfeited  as  aforesaid,  into  the  hands  of  the  lord  of  the  said 
manor,  and  that  you  answer  to  him  the  profits  and  esplees 
thereof:  And  you  are  also  commanded  and  ordered  to 
answer  to  the  lord  the  profits  and  esplees  of  the  premises, 
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and  make  your  return  to  thia  precept  at  the  next  geneial 
court  baion  to  be  holden  for  the  said  manor  at  the  CnmB 
Keys  Inn,  Dagenham,  on  Thursday,  the  17ih  day  of 
December  instant,  at  twelve  o'clock  at  noon.  Given  imder 
my  hand  and  seal  this  10th  day  of  December,  1857. 

"  Edward  Sage." 

**  By  virtue  of  the  within  precept^  I  have,  in  the  presence 
of  Edward  Sage,  steward  of  the  manor,  seized  the  within- 
mentioned  lands  and  premises  into  the  hands  of  the  lord, 
as  commanded  by  the  within  precept 

"  George  Parson*" 

"*  I,  Thomas  Fahner,  the  tenant  of  the  above  property, 
do  hereby  attorn  tenant  to  Charles  Hidse,  the  lord  of  the 
manor,  in  pursuance  of  the  seizure  this  day  made^  and 
hereby  pay  one  shilling  on  account  of  rent. 

"  Thomas  PatrMr." 


"  17th  December,  1857.  At  a  court  then  held  for  the 
manor  of  Cockermouth,  the  bailiff  returned^  that^  by  virtae 
of  the  within  precept,  he  had  seized  the  premiaes  therein 
mentioned  into  the  hands  of  the  lord. 

**  Edward  Sage,  Steward" 

The  Plaintifib  denied,  by  their  bill,  all  the  all^;ed  ads  of 
forfeiture  mentioned  in  the  precept  of  the  10th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1857.  They  also  denied  that  the  Plaintiff  Eliza  Ann 
had  ever  been  duly  or  personally  summoned  to  attend  at 
any  court ;  and  averred,  that,  upon  the  only  occasion  of  a 
summons  being  served  upon  her  solicitor  on  her  behalC  it 
was,  as  the  Defendant  well  knew,  impossible  for  her  to 
attend,  by  reason  of  her  absence  in  India. 

The  bill  averred,  that  the  Defendant  PoJmer  had  an 
interest  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit 
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The  bin  prayed — (1).  That  it  n&ight  be  dedared  that  the 
seizure  of  the  copyhold  hereditaments  was  not  justified  by 
the  circumstanoes,  and  that  the  same  might  be  set  aside; 
and  that  the  PlaintiflB  might  be  relieved  in  respect  thereof 
aad  in  respect  of  the  attornment  by  the  Defendant  PahMT. 
(2).  That  it  might  be  declared  that  the  Plaintiff  Eliza 
Ann  ought  to  be  reinstated  as  a  copyholder  of  the  manor, 
and  restored  to  the  possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  premises^  and,  if  necessary,  to  be  readmitted 
to  the  said  estate;  and  that  the  Defendant  Hulae,  and  his 
steward  and  bailifl^  might  be  decreed  to  restore  the  poesee- 
sion  of  the  same,  and,  if  necessary,  to  readmit  her  thereto; 
and  that  the  Defendant  Sulse  might  be  decreed  to  account 
to  the  Plaintiffs  for  any  rents  and  profits  received  by  him 
in  respect  of  the  said  estate  since  the  seizure.  (3).  That  the 
attornment  by  Palmer  to  Hulae  might  be  declared  to  be 
void  and  of  no  effect;  and  that,  if  necessary,  Palmer  might 
be  decreed  to  attorn  or  re-attom  tenant  to  the  'PlsmtiS  Eliza 
Ann,  the  Plaintiflh  being  willing  to  waive  any  forfeiture  he 
might  have  incurred  of  his  estate  and  interest  under  the 
leasa  (4).  That  the  Defendant  HvZee,  his  steward,  baiKfik, 
and  agents,  might  be  restrained  by  injunction  firom  insist* 
ing  upon  the  alleged  acts  of  forfeiture  and  enforcing  the 
seizure,  and  firom  commencing  and  prosecuting  any  pro- 
ceedings at  law  or  otherwise  for  the  purpose  of  enfran- 
chising the  same,  and  fix>m  collecting  and  recovering  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  said  copyhold  estate  and  heredita- 
ments, and  fix>m  preventing  or  in  any  way  interfering  with 
the  receipts  of  such  rents  and  profits  on  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiff  Eliza  Ann.    And,  (5),  if  necessary,  for  a  receiver. 

Both  Defendants  put  in  demurrers  to  the  bill  for  want 
of  equity. 


1858. 


Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Erakine,  in  support  of  the 
demurrer : — 


Argwmmt, 
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1858.  Upon  the  ayerments  in  the  bill,  the  seizuie  in  respect 

of  which  the  Plaintifis  seek  relief  is  simply  illegal,  and 
amounts  to  a  mere  case  of  trespass,  for  which  the  -proper 


Akbsbws 

9, 
HiTLflB. 

remedy  is  at  law. 

ArgumaU, 


The  PlaintifEs'  case  is,  that  there  has  been  no  legal  for- 
feiture. All  the  acts  of  forfeiture  alleged  in  the  precept  o( 
the  10th  of  December,  1867,  are  in  effect  denied  by  the 
bill;  and,  as  regards  the  non-attendance  of  the  Plaintiff  at 
the  lord's  court,  i£,  as  the  bill  avers,  she  has  not  been  duly 
summoned, — i£,  when  her  solicitor  was  served  with  a  sum- 
mons, it  was  impossible  for  her  to  attend,  by  reason  of  her 
being  abroad, — ^those  grounds  of  defence  are  as  available  at 
law  as  here.  Even  at  law,  the  lord  cannot  oust  the  copy- 
holder against  the  custom  of  the  manor  (a).  In  very  early 
times  it  was  otherwise;  but  Lord  Coke  states,  ihat^  ev^  in 
his  day,  it  was  "dear  and  without  question  that  the  lord 
cannot  at  his  pleasure  put  out  the  lawful  copyholder  with- 
out some  cause  of  forfeiture;  and  if  he  do,  the  copyholder 
may  have  an  action  of  trespass  against  him ;  for,  albeit  he 
is  'tenens  ad  voluntatem  domini,'  yet  it  is  'secundum  ccm- 
suetudinem  manerii  (6)/  "  And  the  same  is  laid  down  in 
1  Leon.  4,  4  Leon.  118,  and  Doe  d.  Le  Keux  v.  Harri- 
a<m(fi) ;  all  of  which  authorities  show  clearly  the  right  of 
the  copyholder  to  relief  in  an  action  at  law  under  cir- 
cumstances like  the  present 

[They  cited  also  Job  v.  Bcmieter  (cQ,  Ifokea  v.  Qibbonie), 
Widowson  v.  The  Earl  of  Harrington^/),  and  Sir  Harry 
Peachey  v.  The  Duke  of  Somer8et(g).] 

The  Vicb-Chancellob. — ^There  are  some  old  cases  in 


(a)  Co  Litt.  63.  a. 

(b)  Id.  60.  b. 

(c)  6  a  B.  631. 

id)  2  K.  &  J.  374 ;  since  af- 
firmed on  appeal. 


(e)  8  Drew.  681. 
(/)lJac&W. 
(^)  1  Stra.  447. 
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whidi  tins  Court  has  assumed  jurisdictioQ  where  the  lord 
has  insisted  on^a  forfeiture  for  alleged  acts  o£  waste  by  the 
copyholder.  .  One  is  LiUon^a  case  (a),  of  which  I  find 
this  report  in  Gary: — "A  copyholder  within  age  is  ad- 
mitted, and  the  lord  committeth  the  custody  to  the  mother 
of  the  in&nt,  whose  undertenant  cutteth  down  timber 
treeB»  which  being  presented  the  lord  seizeth  the  land  for 
the  forfeiture  (during  still  the  nonage)  and  keepeth  it  till 
he  diethy  and  it  desoendeth  to  his  heir,  who  and  his  father 
had  kept  it  forty  years;  and  for  that  the  copyholder  moved 
suit  in  the  Chancery  twenty-nine  years  since,  which  was  now 
rerived,  and  the  forfeiture  was  taken  during  his  minority: 
he  was  restored  to  his  possession  till  the  lord  should  re- 
coyer  it  for  the  forfeiture  by  the  common  law/' 


1858. 


Arigwiimi. 


The  other  is  a  case  in  Viner,  where,  the  lord  having  re- 
fused to  admit  a  copyholder  because  woods  had  been  cut 
upon  the  copyhold  lands,  upon  bill  filed  by  the  copy- 
holder, the  lord  was  ordered  to  admit  him,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  Defendant  could  not  prove  that  the  same  had  been 
done  by  the  Plaintiff's  direction,  but  by  an  undertenant  (6). 

Mr.  James. — ^The  lord  refusing  to  admit  may  be  ordered 
to  admit,  and  for  that  purpose  this  Court  may  ^ave  jurisdic- 
tion; but  here  the  Plaintiff  has  been  admitted,  and  for  eveiy 
purpose  of  her  suit  her  remedy  is  as  clear  and  beneficial 
at  law  as  it  can  possibly  be  here.  She  says,  there  has  been 
no  l^al  forfeiture;  and  if  so,  hefr  rights  are  complete  at  law. 


Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  Mr.  Baddeley,  and  Mr.  Hvmphry,  in 
support  of  the  bill : — 

Assuming  this  to  be  a  case  of  simple  trespass,  as  con- 
tended— a  mere  case  of  ouster  by  the  lord,  without  any 

(a)  Cary  8. 
(h)  Viner'g  Abridgment,"  Copyholder,"  E.  d.  pi.  2  (Vol.  vi.  p.  152). 
VOL.  IV.  D  D 
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Andrews 

9. 
HULSE. 


special  circumstance  affording  ground  for  the  contention 
that  the  remedy  will  be  more  complete  in  this  Court  than 
at  law,  this  demurrer  must  be  overruled.  The  authorities 
show  that  if  this  Court  was  not  the  first  to  assimie  jim&- 
diction  to  relieve  a  copyholder  against  an  unconscientious 
seizure  by  the  lord,  it  has  at  least  exercised  a  concurrent 
jurisdiction  in  such  cases  from  the  earliest  time&  Thus, 
FUzherbert  says,  **  Tenaunt  a  volunt^  par  copy  de  court 
roll'  aver  sub  pena  vers  son  seignour  s'il  lui  oust "  (Fitz- 
herbert's' Abridgment  "Subpoena"  21):  and  the  grounds 
are  thus  stated  by  Sir  Oeorge  Gary,  citing  Fitzherbert's 
Natura  Brevium,  and  this  very  passage  from  the  Abridg- 
ment :  — "  Touching  copyholders,  Mr.  Fitzherbert,  in  his 
Natura  Brevium,  folio  12,  noteth  well,  that>  forasmuch  as 
he  cannot  have  any  writ  of  false  judgment,  nor  other  re- 
medy at  common  law  against  the  lord,  therefore  he  shall 
have  aid  in  Chancery;  and,  therefore,  if  the  lord  will  put 
out  his  copyholder  that  payeth  his  customs  and  services,  or 
will  not  admit  him  to  whose  use  a  surrender  is  made,  or  will 
not  hold  his  court  for  the  benefit  of  his  copyholder,  or  will 
exact  fines  arbitrary  where  they  be  customary  and  certain, 
the  copyholder  shall  have  a  subpoena  to  restrain  or  com- 
pel him,  as  the  case  may  require  :  Dyer,  264, 124;  Fitzh. 
Subp.  21  "(a).  And  Lord  Coke,  in  his  "Complete  Copy- 
holder," lays  it  down  in  the  most  explicit  manner,  that^ 
if  in  his  day  the  copyholder  had  a  remedy  at  law,  it 
was  at  his  election  to  proceed  also  in  equity  in  cases 
of  illegal  forfeiture.  After  describing  the  difficulties  to 
which  in  former  times  this  tenure  was  exposed,  he  says: 
— ^"But  now  copyholders  stand  upon  a  sure  ground;  now 
they  weigh  not  their  lord's  displeasure;  they  shake  not 
at  every  sudden  blast  of  wind;  they  eat,  drink,  and  sleep 
securely,  only  having  a  special  care  of  the  main  chance, 
viz.  to  perform  carefully  what  duties  and  services  soever 
their  tenure  doth  exact  and  custom  doth  require*    Then 

(a)  Car.  Rep.  p.  3. 
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let  lord  frown,  the  copyholder  cares  not>  knowing  him- 
self safe  and  not  within  any  danger.  For,  if  the  lord's 
anger  grow  to  expulsion,  the  law  hath  provided  several 
weapons  of  remedy;  for  it  is  at  his  election  either  to  sue  a 
sabpoena  or  an  action  of  trespass  against  the  lord.  Time 
hath  dealt  very  favourably  with  copyholders  in  this  re^ 
«pect"(a).  Again,  Chief  Baron  Gomyn,  after  laying  it 
down,  that^  if  the  lord  refuses  admittance,  the  copyholder 
may  sue  in  Chancery,  and  shall  be  there  relieved,  adds 
Uus: — ''So,  if  the  lord  ousts  his  tenant  without  cause ''(&). 
In  this  case,  therefore,  even  if  there  were  an  adequate  re- 
medy at  law,  equity  would  have  concurrent  jurisdiction. 


899 


185S. 


Argument, 


But  here  there  is  no  remedy  at  law.  The  lord  having 
procured  the  Defendant  Palmer  to  attorn  to  him,  so  long 
as  Pahner'a  tenancy  lasts — for  the  next  ten  years  to  come 
—the  Plaintiff  can  have  no  action  of  trespass  against  the 
lord.  The  tenant  colluding  with  the  lord,  the  Plaintiff 
cannot  use  his  name  in  an  action  of  trespass  or  in  eject- 
ment; and  as  to  an  action  on  the  case,  that  action  cannot 
be  maintained  by  a  reversioner,  unless  there  be  damage  to 
the  reversion:  Boater  v.  Taylor {c). 

The  VICE-CHANCELLOR — ^Tou  could  proceed  against  the 
tenant  for  rent 

Mr.  Badddey, — But  he  has  attorned  to  the  lord ;  and  if 
he  has  ahready  paid  his  rent  to  the  lord,  the  Plaintiff  can- 
not compel  him  to  pay  a  second  time. 


Then,  as  to  a  sale :  with  this  question  pending  as  a  cloud 
upon  her  title,  it  would  be  impossible  for  the  Plaintiff  to  sell 

[They  cited  also  Ro&wM's  ca96(({),and  1  Eq.  Ca.  Abr.  118.] 

(a)  Coke's  Compl.  Copyhold,  a.  ix.     (6)  Com.  Dig.  "  Copyhold,"  P.  2. 

(c)  4  B.  &  Ad.  72.  (d)  3  Dyer,  264  a. 
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Mr.  Jamss,  Q.  C,  in  reply: — 

If  this  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  relieve  a  copyholder,  it 
is  only  under  special  circumstances,  and  for  special  pur- 
pose&  It  may  well  be,  that  equity  can  compel  the  lord  to 
admit  a  copyholder,  or  to  hold  his  court  and  entertain 
plaints,  and  can  prevent  him  from  exacting  more  than  the 
customary  fines.  But  here  no  such  circumstance  exists^  no 
such  relief  is  sought  As  to  the  interposition  of  the  tenancy 
for  years,  if  what  has  happened  here  had  happened  in 
the  case  of  freeholds,  that  would  not  have  been  an  argu- 
ment for  coming  here  for  relie£  And  as  to  the  argument^ 
that  what  the  lord  has  done  will  be  a  cloud  upon  the 
Plaintiff's  title,  that  might  have  been  so  formerly,  but  now 
the  rights  of  copyholders  are  as  well  ascertained,  and  as 
fixed  and  certain,  as  in  the  case  of  freehold  property. 


Judgment.       ViCB-ChANCELLOR  SIR  W.   PAGE  WOOD  : — 

I  must  overrule  this  demurrer,  regard  being  had  to  the 
older  authorities.  The  case  in  Gary  (a)  almost  amounts  to 
an  actual  decision  on  the  subject;  and,  independeutly  of 
that  case,  the  dicta  cited  in  support  of  the  bill  are  of  the 
highest  possible  authority. 


The  dicta  stand  thus:  In  the  first  place,  I  find  Lord 
Coke  stating,  that,  whereas  in  former  times  the  copyholder 
had  no  remedy  in  respect  of  the  weakness  of  his  title, 
in  his  day  he  had  acquired  a  right  to  relief  in  this  Courts 
not  only  in  the  event  of  the  lord  refusing  him  admittance, 
but  also  in  the  event  of  his  wilfuDy  depriving  him  of  pos- 
sesssion  :  *'  If  the  lord's  anger  grow  to  expulsion,  it  is  at 
his"  the  copyholder's  "election  either  to  sue  a  subpoena 

(a)  LittotCs  case^  Car.  8,  vide  supra,  p.  397 
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or  an  action  of  trespass  against  the  lord''(a).  It  is 
dear,  from  liis  mentioning  an  action  of  trespass,  that  Lord 
Coie*8  mind  is  there  directed,  not  merely,  as  was  suggested 
m  azgamadt,  to  a  case  in  which  the  lord  might  refuse  to 
entertain  plaints  in  his  court,  which  is  one  of  the  numerous 
cases  put  by  Fitzherbert(b)  as  giving  the  tenant  a  right  to 
relief  but  to  some  act  of  ouster  or  ''  expulsion,"  as  he  terms 
it,  on  the  part  of  the  lord.  The  tenant>  he  says,  if  expelled 
or  ousted  by  the  lord,  has  his  remedy  in  this  Court  as  well 
as  at  law;  and  it  is  at  his  election  to  proceed  either  by 
sabpoana  or  by  action  of  trespass. 


1858. 


Then,  I  find  Chief  Baron  Comyn^  himself  a  considerable 
auUiority,  adopting  what  Lord  Coke  has  there  said,  and 
recognising  it  as  the  law  as  it  existed  in  his  day(c).  And 
I  bave  also  the  note  in  Fitzherbert's  Abridgment,  that 
if  the  lord  ousts  the  tenant  the  tenant  shall  have  sub^ 
poena  (c2). 

From  those  dicta^  which,  independently  of  their  own 
weight  and  authority,  are  entitled  to  additional  considera'> 
tion  on  account  of  their  early  date,— approaching  so  much 
nearer  to  the  times  to  which  they  refer  than  the  present, 
when  the  rights  of  the  copyholder  have  matured  into  a  pos- 
session in  the  eye  of  the  law, — it  is  clear,  that^  in  the  early 
stages  of  that  process,  which  has  now  reached  maturity,  out 
of  r^ard  to  the  then  weakness  of  the  copyholder's  title, 
this  Courts  if  it  did  not  take  the  initiative,  at  all  events 
exercised  a  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  Courts  of  law, 
in  providing  a  remedy  for  the  copyholder  in  the  event  of 
bis  being  ousted  by  the  lord;  and  that  the  copyholder 
bad  his  remedy  by  subpoena  as  well  as  by  an  action  of 


(a)  Coke's  Cdtopl.  Copyhold,  s.  ix.    (c)  Com.  Dig.  "Copyhold,"  P.  2. 
(*)Nat.  Brey.p.  12,  supnhp.398.    (rf)Fitz.Abr.  tit. "Subpoena,"  21. 


402 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1858. 


•/ff^^menl. 


Then,  if  I  once  arrive  at;  the  position,  that  the  Court 
has  ever  exercised  concurrent  jurisdiction,  I  apprehend  it 
would  not  be  proper,  on  demurrer,  to  abdicate  it  even  in 
a  case  where  there  might  be  strong  avermenis  on  the  hod 
of  the  bill  to  show,  not  only  that  there  is  a  remedy  at  law, 
but  that  the  remedy  at  law  is  as  dear  and  simple^  and 
as  advantageous  to  the  copyholder,  as  the  remedy  in  equity. 
I  take  it,  that^  even  in  the  clearest  case  that  oould  be  put  of 
a  simple  ouster,  unaccompanied  by  any  entry  on  the  court 
rolls, — in  a  case  in  which  the  act  complained  of  was  mere 
trespass,  and  the  tenant^  therefore^  had  a  right  to  proceed 
immediately  by  ejectment, — although  it  would  probably  be 
competent  to  the  Court   to  say,  assuming  jurisdictioD, 
the  case  is  not  proved,  and,  therefore,  it  appears  to  us  to 
be  a  case  on  which  it  is  not  proper  for  us  to  act, — ^yet^  still 
the  Court  would  not  stop  the  suit  in  limine  upon  demurrer, 
but  would  wait  until  the  time  came  for  the  trial  of  the 
right>  reserving  to  itself  all  its  powers  with  regard  to  costs, 
which  powers  it  would  exercise  if  costs  were  uselessly  occa- 
sioned by  taking  this  circuitous  procesa    The  Court  would 
not  abdicate  a  right  which  had  once  existed,  and  which, 
having  once  existed,  no  subsequent  proceedings  of  any 
Court  of  law  could  determine. 


In  the  case  before  me,  I  must  say  there  are  considerable 
grounds  for  contending,  that,  if  the  jurisdiction  ever  existed, 
which,  on  those  ancient  dicta>  fortified  by  the  case  in  CSiry  (a), 
it  would  seem  the  Court  has  exercised,  the  circumstanoes 
averred  in  this  bill  present  strong  additional  reasons  for  ex- 
ercising that  jurisdiction.  It  may  be  true,  that  there  are 
remedies  at  law ;  but  they  are  remedies,  which,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case,  would  be  accompanied  with  consider- 
able difficulty  and  embarrassment,  amounting  in  efifect  to 
this,  that^  unless  the  Plaintiffs  be  willing  to  put  an  end  to  the 
lease  of  their  tenant  by  taking  proceedings  against  him  to 

(a)  LittofCs  case^  Car.  p.  8. 
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enforoe  a  forfeiture,  so  as  to  proceed  at  onoe  against  the  lord, 
either  by  ejectment  or  trespass^  for  the  wrong  which,  as 
they  allege^  they  have  sustained  at  his  hands,  they  must 
wait  until  the  determination  of  the  lease  before  their  rights 
can  be  ascertained;  and  in  the  meantime,  I  find  it  averred 
on  the  &oe  of  the  bill,  a  notice  has  been  served  on  the 
Plaintiffs  by  the  steward  of  the  manor,  which  professes  to 
be  a  "  copy  of  the  proceedings  that  have  taken  place,''  con- 
flisting,  first,  of  a  precept  to  the  bailiff  to  seize  all  the 
Plainti£b'  estato,  and  to  make  his  return  thereto  to  the  ge- 
neral court  baron  to  be  held  for  the  manor;  secondly,  of  an- 
other  document  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  steward,  and 
appaienUy  an  extract  firom  the  court  rolls,  which  is  in  these 
words:  ''17  December,  1857.  At  a  court  then  held  for  the 
oianor  of  CockermoiUk,  the  bailiff  returned,  that,  by  virtue 
of  the  within  precept,  he  had  seized  the  premises  therein 
mentioned  into  the  hands  of  the  lord  "  So  that  the  case  is 
not  that  which  was  suggested  in  argument,  and  which  may 
coDstantiy  of  course  happen,  of  a  stranger  asserting  a  right 
and  procuring  the  tenant  to  attorn  to  him  during  a  lease, 
thus  compelling  the  reversioner  either  to  insist  that  the 
tenant  has  forfeited  his  lease,  in  order  to  bring  ejectment, 
or  to  wait  for  the  termination  of  the  lease  before  he 
can  try  his  right  against  the  parties  who  have  attempted 
to  dispossess  him.  It  is  a  case  in  which  the  copyholder 
has  recorded  against  him  an  entry  such  as  I  have  de- 
scribed, and  which  must  necessarily  form  a  considerable 
difficulty  in  his  way  in  dealing  in  future  with  the  property, 
and  a  blot  upon  his  titie. 

It»  therefore,  appears  to  me,  that,  even  if  I  were  to  adopt 
(which  I  do  not)  the  narrower  view  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court  in  cases  of  this  description,  and  to  hold  tha^ 
the  jurisdiction  caimot  be  assumed  except  where  the  lord  is 
acting  inequitably,  by  taking  or  refusing  to  take  some  step 
in  his  court,  or  by  doing  some  other  act  which  a  Court  of 
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equity  has  a  right  to  correct — in  a  case  in  which  I  find  the 
lord  entering  on  the  rolls  a  history  like  this  of  a  forfeiture 
and  its  reasons,  and  so  placing  a  blot  on  the  title  of  the 
Plaintiffii,  who  aver  throughout  (and  this  formed  the  prin- 
cipal ground  of  the  Defendants'  argument  as  to  there  being 
so  plain  a  remedy  at  law,)  that  no  forfeiture  has  actaaUy 
-occurred — ^the  jurisdiction,  even  according  to  that  narrower 
view  of  it^  would  attach. 


It  appears  to  me,  that>  assuming  the  jurisdiction  ever  to 
have  existed — which  I  must  assume,  having  r^[ard  to  the 
grave  authorities  to  which  I  have  referred,  and  which  I  find 
nothing  to  contradict  in  any  subsequent  case— if  it  was 
ever  at  the  election  of  a  copyholder-  to  proceed  hy  sub- 
poena in  this  Court,  I  ought  not  upon  demurrer  to  deprive 
him  of  it 

In  overruling  the  demurrer,  I  shall  reserve  the  costs 
tmtil  the  hearing  of  the  cause ;  for  if  the  result  of  the  pro 
ceedings  should  be,  to  show  that  relief  is  to  be  sought  in  a 
Court  of  law,  it  would  be  very  unreasonable  that  the  De- 
fendants should  be  put  to  additional  costs  by  proceedings 
in  this  Court 

With  respect  to  the  demurrer  put  in  by  the  tenant,  it  is 
not  averred  that  he  ever  attorned ; — ^the  averment  is  only 
that  the  lord  says  he  has  attorned.  But  there  is  an  averment 
that  he  is  interested,  and  he  must  be  interested  quacunque 
vik,  whether  he  has  attorned  or  not,  in  the  decision  of  the 
cause.    I  shall  therefore  overrule  both  the  demurrers. 


Ordered  accordingly. 
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SCHENK  u  AGNEW.  ^T^m!^ 

Hilly AR  pope,  by  his  wUl,  in  1863,  bequeathed  ^252^i^" 

(inter  alia)  as  follows  : — ''  I  gi^e  and  bequeath  to  my  dear  tM^Be^mH 

friend  Mistress  Caroline  Schenk  the  sum  of  1400i.  sterling,  SiftiS^JiS^ 

invested  in  seventy  shares  of  the  Madras  Railway,  for  her  

sole  use  and  benefit;  and,  in  tho  event  of  her  death,  then  legacy  to  the 

I  give  and  bequeath  the  above-mentioned  sum  of  14002^  goieuseMd^ 

to  her  youngest  surviving  son/'  KevS 

her  deatfi. 

At  the  date  of  the  will,  and  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  thereof  to  her 

the  Plaintiff  had  three  sons  only,  the  yoimgest  of  whom  ^w^^n^" 

was  still  an  infant  ^«^»  **>*'  **»« 

event  contem- 

plated  was  a 

^""■~"""""  death  in  tes- 
tator's lifetime; 

Mr.  J.  Himde  Palmer  contended,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  Kauitiff,hav- 

entiiled  absolutely  to  the  Madras  Railway  shares  men-  ^^'^^^^d 

tioned  in  the  will    The  bequest  was  immediate,  and  the  ^^^  *^«>- 
event  contemplated  by  the  testator,  upon  the  happening  of     T^nouahu 

which  the  gift  over  was  to  take  effect^  was  a  death  in  his  ^*  Chalmers 

^       vr  X-  (2  Ve8.J.601) 

own  iileume.  observed  on. 

[He.  referred  to  the  cases  cited  on  this  subject  by  Mr. 
Jarmcm^a).] 

Mr.  Bowring^  for  the  youngest  surviving  son,  contended, 
that^  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  will,  the 
Plaintiff  took  a  life  interest  only  in  the  shares,  with  remain- 
der to  such  of  her  sons  as  should  be  her  youngest  son  at  her 
deceaaa  The  event  contemplated  was  death  at  any  time,  and 
not  death  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator.  Very  slight  circum- 
stances had  been  held  suflScient  to  lead  to  this  construction, 
both  by  Lord  Thurlow  and  Lord  Lcmghborough,  in  Now- 

(a)  2  Jarm.  Wills,  p.  626. 
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Ian  y.  Ndligan  (a),  and  Lord  Douglas  v.  Ghahner  (by.  And 
see  the  cases  cited  in  2  Jarm.  Wills,  pp.  627  et  seq. 

Mr.  Oiffard,  for  the  executors. 
Judgment  reserved. 


March  29th.      ViCE-ChANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PAGE  WoOD: — 


Judgment, 


Said,  he  had  looked  into  the  authorities^  and  had  ccnne 
to  the  conclusion,  that,  according  to  the  true  construction 
of  the  will,  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  rail?ra7  shares 
in  question,  absolutely:  the  gift  to  her  youngest  son  being 
a  substitutional  gift,  intended  to  take  effect  in  the  event 
of  her  death  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator.  He  found  but 
one  case  which  appeared  at  all  to  stand  in  the  way  of 
this  construction,  viz.  Lord  Douglas  v.  Chalmer,  before 
Lord  Loughborough.  But  that  case  must  be  considered 
to  have  been  decided  upon  its  own  special  circumstances, 
and  appeared  never  to  be  cited  except  for  the  purpose  of 
being  distinguished. 


Mimteqf 
AJtCTte* 


DsGLABE,  that  the  PlaintifT  is  absolutely  entitled  to  the  Madm 


^2^^'        Bailwaj  shares  in  the  biU  mentioned, 
(a)  1  Br.  C.  C.  489. 


(6)  2  Ves.  jun.  501. 
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THE    AUSTRALIAN  STEAM     SHIP     COMPANY     Mo^%itK, 
(LIMITED)  V.  FLEMING. 

XHE  Plaintiflfe  were  a  limited  company  within  the  mean*     PracUo^^ 
ing  of  •'  The  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act,  1867''  (a).  ^iS^2o"^ 

SI  Vict,  c.  14, 

The  Plaintiffs  were  under  voluntary  winding  up ;  and  it    for  Comu— 
appeared  by  a  letterr   of  the  secretary  that  they  had  no    ^^^iX 
fimds  to  pay  the  premiums  on  the  policies  effected  on  their        ^^^^ 

Under  these  circumstances —  Where  a  limit- 

ed  company 
was  Plaintiff 

— AeWthata 

bond  for  KKML 
was  sufficient 

The  Solicitor  Oeneral,  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants,  now  costs  within  the 


moyed  for  an  order  upon  the  PlaintiflEa,  under  the  24th  j^J^^ok*^ 
section  of  the  Act  (6),  to  give  security  for  costa  A^t  ^f 

24. 

Mr.  Bagahawe,  jun.,  for  the  PlaintifGs,  submitted  to  give 
the  usual  security  provided  by  the  40th  Order  of  the  3rd 
of  April,  ]  828,  for  the  case  of  a  Plaintiff  who  is  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Courts  viz.  a  bond  for  1002.,  or  to  pay  1202. 
into  Court 

The  SolicUor  OeTieral. — ^The  Act  says  nothing  about 
"usual  security" — ^it  says  "suflScient  security  ; "  and  in  a 
heavy  suit  of  this  nature  by  a  limited  company  in  such 

(a)  20&  21  Vict.  c.  14.  reason  to  believe  that,  if  the  De- 

(h)  The  24th  sect,   enacts —  fendant  be  successM  in  his  de- 

*' Where  a  limited  company  ia  fence,  the  assets  of  the  company 

Pliintiff  or  Fanner  in  any  ac-  will  be   insufficient  to  pay  his 

tion,  snit,  or  other  legal  proceed*  costs,  require  sufficient  security  to 

ing,  any  Jndge  having  jurisdiction  be  given  for  such  costs,  and  may 

in  the  matter  may,  ifit  be  proved  stay  all  proceedings  until  such 

to  his  satisfaction  that  there  is  security  be  given.** 
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circumstances  as  here  exist,  the  proposed  securiCy  is  cleady 
insufficient 


The  rule  by  which  1002.  was  fixed  is  an  arbitrary  rule, 
adapted  to  the  circumstances  of  times  long  since  past^  and 
differing  materially  from  the  present,  and  never  contem- 
plated the  existence  of  companies  with  limited  liability. 


Judgment.      ViCB-CHANCELLOB  SiR  W.  PAGE  WoOD  : — 

I  must  hold  a  bond  for  100?.  to  be  sufficient  security 
within  the  meaning  of  the  24th  section  of  the  Act 

The  Court  has  fixed  that  sxmi  in  the  Order  of  1828 
as  the  sum  for  which  a  bond  is  to  be  given  as  a  security  to 
answer  costs  by  a  Plaintiff  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  Ihe 
Court,  increasing  it  from  402.  at  which  it  had  been  previously 
fixed  It  has  fixed  upon  100{.  not  arbitrarily,  but  because 
it  deemed  that  sum  sufficient;  not  in  times  long  gone  by,  but 
as  recently  as  1828. 

The  order  will  be,  that  the  Plaintiff  give  the  usual  secu- 
rity, viz.  1202.  if  paid  into  Court,  1002.  if  secured  by  bond. 

The  Solicitor  Oeneral  declined  the  bond  of  the  com- 
pany. 


MimuUof  ' 
Order. 


Obdbb  88  above.    Bond  (if  any)  to  be  with  one  surety  only. 


B 
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BAHROW  v.  BARROW.  J^M,7tk, 

Y  an  indenture,  dated  1834,  being  the  settlement  exe-   Married  jto- 

cuted  in  contemplation  of  the  marriage  between  the  Plaintiff    bsf.atto  real 

Mary  Barrow,  then  an  infant,  and  Robert  Barrow,  since  Vii?iJ2d*^" 

deceased — Robert  Barrow  covenanted  with  trustees,  named  *!^''*f*'f?: 

Rolpk  and  HigneU,  that  he  or  the  Plaintiff,  or  their  heirs,  4,e.74— ^ci- 

should,  within  one  month  after  the  Plaintiff  should  attain  ^jSecrt!!^^ 

the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  at  his  own  costs,  surrender  into  i^I^^^^" 

the  bands  of  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  Thombnry  certain     riyeofw% 

copyhold  hereditaments,  of  which  the  Plaintiff  was  then         

tenant  in  tail,  subject,  as  to  part^  to  the  life  estate  of  her  woman  can 

mother,  Mary  Barton,  mnce  deceased,  to  the  use  of  Rolph  J^^  ".*® 

and  HigneU,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  or  to  the  use  of  one  of  terest  in  real 

them,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  free  from  all  estates  tail,  and  all  out  deed'ac^ 

reversions  and  remainders  therein  expectant  or  dependant,  under ^^Act 

to  the  intent  that  the  trustees  or  one  of  them,  their  or  his  *  *  *  ^ilL  4, 

0.  74;  and, 

heirs,  mighty  at  the  costs  of  Robert  Barrow,  be  admitted  where  she  has 
tenants  or  tenant  of  the  same,  to  hold  upon  trust  to  sur-  ConiTcan  ^ 
render  the  same  to  the  use  of  the  trustees  or  one  of  them,  o^^^acon- 

'   veyance  ac- 

their  or  his  heirs;  and  that,  after  such  surrender  and  ad-  cordingiy,  the 

mittance,  the  trustees,  or  such  of  them  as  should  be  ad-  order  being, 

mitted,  their  or  his  heirs,  should  stand  seised  of  the  same  woman  ^S^ 

hereditaments,  subject  to  the  life  estate  of  Mary  Barton  in  avail  lierself  of 
part  thereof,  upon  trust,  during  the  joint  lives  of  the      Byante- 

Plaintiff  and  RobeH  Barrow,  to  receive  the  rents,  and  to  "^^ptial  settle. 

ment,  the  m- 
tended  hus- 
band covenant- 
ed to  settle  lands,  of  which  the  intended  wife,  then  an  infant,  was  tenant  in  tai^t  upon  trusts  for 
her  separate  use  for  life,  remainder  for  himself  for  life,  remainder  for  the  children  of  the  mar- 
tisge.  The  wife,  having  attained  twenty-one,  filed  a  bill  by  her  next  friend  against  her  husband, 
and  obtained  a  decree  for  specific  petformance  of  the  covenant,  with  directions  for  raising  the 
costs  out  of  the  estate;  and,  by  virtue  of  the  decree,  she  received,  during  the  husband's  lifetime, 
50(.  on  account  of  rents,  to  her  separate  use.  The  husband  dying  a  month  after  the  decree — held, 
upon  petition  by  the  children,  that  these  acts  on  the  part  of  the  wife  amounted  to  an  election, 
and  that  she  was  bound  by  the  decree;  and  she  waa  ordered  to  settle  the  premises  accordingly. 

Laaence  y.  Tierney  (1  MacN.  &  Gor.  551),  and  Field  v.  Moore  (19  Beav.  176;  S,  C,  2  Jur., 
N.  S.,  145),  explained. 
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1858.        pay  the  same  as  the  Plaintiff  should,  notwithstanding  her 
intended  coverture,  by  writing  under  her  hand  direct,  but 
without  power  of  anticipation ;  and  in  defsirult  to  the  Plaintiff 
for  her  separate  use;  and  after  the  decease  of  such  of  them 
the  Plaintiff  and  Robert  Barrow  as  shoidd  first  die.  in  case 
the  Plaintiff  should  survive,  to  permit  her  or  her  assigns  to 
receive  the  said  rents;  but  in  case  he  should  survive  her, 
upon  trust  for  him,  until  he  should  assign,  charge,  or  otha> 
wise  incumber  the  premises ;  and  after  the  decease  of  the 
Plaintiff  and  Robert  Barrow,  or  his  interest  having  ceased, 
in  trust  for  the  children  of  the  marriage,  as  the  Haintiff 
should  by  deed  or  will  appoint;  and  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment, in  trust  for  all  the  children  of  the  marriage  who 
should  attain  twenty-one,  or  die  under  that  age  leaving 
issue  living;  with  certain  remainders  over  in  case  there 
should  be  no  such  child.    The  indenture  contained  a  power 
for  the  Plaintiff  and  Robert  Barrow  to  appoint  new  trustees. 

There  were  siz  children  of  the  marriage,  five  of  whom 
were  still  infants. 

The  trustees  named  in  the  indenture  retired ;  and  in  De- 
cember, 1837,  the  petitioner  2%omc»  Parrots  and  one  Sai/ns- 
bury  were  appointed  trustees.    SavneXmry  died  in  1841. 

In  September,  1854,  the  Plaintiff,  who  had  then  attained 
twenty-one,  filed  a  bill  l^  one  Foster  as  her  next  firiend, 
praying  that  Robert  Barrow  might  be  ordered  specifically 
to  perform  the  covenant  on  his  part  contained  in  the 
indenture  of  1834 ;  and  to  pay  all  fines  and  fees  necessary 
to  be  paid  in  order  to  vest  the  lands  then  subject  to  the 
trusts  of  the  indenture  in  the  trustees  thereof;  that  a  trustee 
might  be  appointed  in  the  place  of  Sai/nsbv/ry  ;  and  for  an 
account,  and  payment  of  the  rents  of  the  premises  received 
by  the  Defendant  Robert  Barrow  and  the  Petitioner 
Thomas  Barrow. 
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He  suit  was  prosecuted   to  a  decree,  and  on  the  4rUi        1858. 
of  December,  1865,  a  decree  was  made,  whereby  /bster 
was  appointed  a  trustee  jointly  with  Thomas  Barrow  of 
the  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  indenture  of  ]  834 ;  and 
it  was  ordered,  that  Robert  Barrow  should  concur  with  the 
Flainti£^  at  his  own  costs,  in  surrendering  the  premises  to 
the  use  of  Thorruis  Banrow  and  Foster,  their  heirs  and 
affiigns»    to   be    held  by  them  upon  the  trusts  of    the 
indenture ;  that  Thcymas  Barrow  and  Foster  should  apply 
for  and  obtain  admission  to  the  premises;  that  B,6bert 
Barrow  should  pay  the  trustees^  costs  of  such  admission 
other  than  the  fines  which  should  become  payable  to  the 
lord;  that  Foster  should  receive  the  rents  and  profits  until 
admission,  and  pass  his  accounts  and  pay  his  balances  to  the 
FIamta£f  for  her  separate  use ;  that  accounts  should  be  taken 
of  the  rents  of  the  premises  accrued  due  since  the  said 
19th  of  September,  1853,  and  received  by  Robert  Barrow 
or  by  TTiomas  Barroiv  ;  and  they  were  respectively  ordered 
to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  for  her  separate  use  what  should  be 
found  due  from  them  respectively  upon  taking  such  accounts. 
Directions  were  then  given  as  to  costs  :  and  it  was  ordered 
that  the  costs  of  the  Plaintiff  as  between  party  and  party, 
and  the  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  of  Thomas  Barrow 
and  of  the  other  Defendants,  and  the  amount  of  the  fines 
which  should  become  payable  on  the  admission  of   the 
trustees,  should  be  raised  by  the  trustees  by  sale  of   a 
sufficient  part  of  the  copyhold  hereditaments,  or  by  mort- 
gage of  the  whole  or  a  sufficient  part  thereof;  and  the 
Plaintiff  and   Robert    Barrow,  and  all  other  necessary 
parties,  were  to  concur  in  such  sale  or  mortgage  as  the  Court 
should  direct ;  and  out  of  the  moneys  to  arise  by  the  sale 
or  mortgage  the  trustees  were  ordered  to  pay  the  fines 
payable  by  them  on  admission,  and  to  pay  the  Plaintiff 
her  costs  as  between  party  and  party,  and  the  other  Defen- 
dants their  costs,  and  costs^  charges,  and  expenses. 
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1858.  On  the   lat  of  Januaiy,  1856,  Robert  Barrwo  died, 

having  appointed  Robert  Barrow  the  younger  (the  eldest 
son  of  the  marriage,)  and  another  his  executors.  His  will 
was  proved  by  Robert  Barrow  the  younger  only;  against 
whom,  by  the  usual  order,  dated  the  12th  of  January,  1S57, 
the  suit  was  duly  revived. 

In  pursuance  of  the  decree  the  Chief  Clerk,  in  May,  1857, 
certified  that  there  was  a  balance  due  from  the  estate  of 
Robert  Barrow  of  162{.  28.  on  account  of  rents;  but  that, 
Robert  the  younger  not  admitting  assets,  the  Plaintiff  had 
waived  taking  the  accounts  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
deceased;  and  that  Thornas  Barrow  had  not  received  any 
sum  on  account  of  rents  since  the  19  th  of  September,  1853. 

In  further  pursuance  of  the  decree,  the  Taxing-Master,  in 
November,  1857,  certified  that  he  had  taxed  the  costs  of 
the  Plaintiff,  as  between  party  and  party,  at  25U.  Sa.  4d. ; 
and  that  the  total  amount  of  costs  to  be  raised,  pursuant  to 
the  decree,  was  5722.  5b.  lid,  in  addition  to  the  amount  of 
the  fines  thereby  directed  to  be  raised,  which  would  be 
considerable. 

The  Petitioners,  Thomas  Barrow  and  Foster,  not  having 
been  admitted  tenants  of  the  copyhold  premises  as  directed 
by  the  decree,  the  former  applied  to  the  Plaintiff  to  concur 
with  him  in  carrying  the  decree  into  effect;  but  the  Plaintiff 
declined  to  take  any  further  step  in  the  suit^  insisting  that 
the  settlement  and  decree  were  not  binding  upon  her, 
inasmuch  as  she  was  under  disability  when  those  proceedings 
were  had,  and  that  she  was  now  entitled  to  the  property 
as  her  own,  free  firom  the  settlement  and  decree. 

Under  these  circumstances,  a  petition  was  presented  by 
ThoTTUxs  Ba/rrow  and  the  infant  children,  to  have  the  decree 
carried  into  effect 
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lared,  that»  by  virtue  of  the  decree,  the  Plaintiff 
jxl  from  Foster,  during  her  husband's  lifetime,  the 

,  on  account  of  the  rents  of  the  hereditaments  in 

r  her  separate  use. 

iggested,  that»  by  the  custom  of  the  manor,  only 
at  a  time  could  be  admitted  tenant  of  the  same 


185S. 


Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Bagshawey  jim.,  for  the  peti- 

ended,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  bound  by  the 

»ugh  made « during  her  coverture;  and  asked 

ht  be  ordered  to  concur  in  settling  the  pro- 

le  trusts  of  the  indenture  of  1834,  subject  to 

fines  by  the  decree  directed  to  be  raised. 


Ar^fmiaiL 


lU  uwp 


woman  is  competent  to  elect:  See  Mr.  Jaooh'a 
'a  ''  Husband  and  Wife  "(a).  In  a  suit  by  her 
le  can  bind  her  property  by  a  compromise  : 

1(b). 

!)HANCELLOB  referred  to  BcUeman  v.  The 
*88{c)  as  an  authority  that  a  married  woman, 
ion  and  at  arm's  length  with  her  husband, 
y  her  own  agreement  to  submit  the  matters 
^en  them  to  arbitration.] 


And  in  this  case  the  suit  instituted  by  the  wife  by  her 
next  friend  against  her  husband,  and  the  decree  she  has 
obtabed  in  fftvour  of  her  separate  use  and  adverse  to  her 
husband's  marital  rights  amount  to  an  election.  A  feme 
covert  is  as  much  bound  by  a  decree  as  a  feme  sole :  Burke 


(a)  Vol.  i.  p.  28 ;  alao  Bright's 
Husb.  k  Wife,  vol.  i.  p.  158, 
ii.p.473. 

VOL  IV.         ^ 


(A)  25  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Ch.,  156. 
(c)  1  Dow,  235,  cited  in  FannT- 
tart  V.  Varmttarii  aup.,  pp,  71—^78, 
K  S 
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1858.  y.  Cro8bie(a).  And  here  the  Plaintiff  has  not  only  ob- 
tained a  decree,  but  has  received  benefits  under  it»  which 
but  for  that  decree  would  not  have  been  her's. 


JLTfftHKtlKm 


Besides^  since  her  husband's  death,  she  has  obtained  an 
order  to  revive  the  soit  against  his  personal  representative, 
and  that  circumstance  must  amount  to  a  confirmation  of 
what  was  done  by  her  during  her  coverture. 

[They  cited  also  Wayhe  v.  Parker  (6),  Derbishire  v. 
Hclme{c),  MdUack  v.  OaUon^d),  and  Jordan  v.  Jones {^^ 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Stiffs,  for  the  Plaintiff  con- 
tended that  she  was  not  bound  by  the  decree;  and  that  the 
order  asked  could  not  be  made. 

Notwithstanding  the  suit  and  decree  and  the  proceedings 
thereunder,  and  notwithstanding  even  the  obtaining  of  the 
order  of  revivor  and  supplement  after  her  husband's  death, 
the  Plaintiff  is  now  tenant  in  tail  of  the  property,  and 
entitled  to  deal  with  it  as  she  may  think  fit  The  settle- 
ment made  by  her  when  she  was  an  misxA  was  void  as  to 
her  real  estate,  and  the  filing  a  bill  by  her  as  a  feme 
covert^  and  even  obtaining  a  decree  for  enforcing  her 
husband's  concurrence  in  the  settlement,  were  inoperative 
to  bind  the  estate  as  against  her  surviving :  LoMenot 
V.  Tiemeyif),  Field  v.  Moore(g),  SaviU  v.  &ivia(h). 

The  Yicb-Chancellor. — In  Lassenoe  v.  Tiei'ney,  I 
think,  there  had  been  no  decree. 

Mr.  James. — But  in  Field  v.  Moore  there  had.    And  the 

(«i)  1  Ball  &  Beatt.  502.  (/)  1  M'N.  &Gor.  551. 

(A)  2  Kee.  59.  {g)  19  Beav.  176 ;  5.  C,  af- 

(c)  8  D.  M.  G.  102.  firmed  on  appeal,  2  Jur.,  N.  S^ 

(d)  3  P.  Wms  852.  145. 

(e)  2  PhUl.  170.  (A)  2  CoU.  721. 
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principle  of  boUi  decisions  wafl^  tihat  thb  Court  has  no 
power  to  bind  real  estate  of  a  married  woman,  except 
by  the  formalities  prescribed  by  law  for  that  purpose: 
Fidd  ▼.  Moore  (a).  Both  principle  and  authority  concur  in 
showing,  ihat^  where  these  forroalitiea  have  been  omitted, — 
where  a  deed  has  not  been  acknowledged,  this  Court  cannot 
sapply  the  omission.  To  hold  otherwise^  would  destroy  the 
protection  which  the  law  throws  around  married  women : 
LasaeTice  v.  Tiemey. 


ISSS. 


ArgumenL 


Here  there  has  been  no  deed  acknowledged;  and  if  the 
Court  should  hold  the  Plaintiff  to  be  bound  by  the  settle- 
ment^ upon  the  mere  ground  that  a  decree  has  been  made 
fcr  carrying  that  settlement  into  effect,  it  would  disturb 
the  whole  law  in  reference  to  the  alienation  of  land  by 
femes  covert^  and  in  future  any  married  woman  could  be 
compelled  by  her  husband  to  sell  her  lands,  without  the 
power  of  exercising  her  own  will  in  the  matter. 

The  YlCK-CHANCELLOa — ^Do  you  deny  that  a  married 
woman  may  elect  so  as  to  bind  her  real  estate?  In  Arde- 
9o^e  y.  Bennet(b\  a  married  woman  was  held  to  have 
elected  between  real  estate  and  a  l^;acy  of  greater  value, 
ftom.  the  mere  circumstance  of  her  having  received  for  five 
years  the  interest  of  the  legacy;  and  on  that  ground  her 
heir  was  held  to  be  bound. 

Mr.  Jamies. — If  that  case  is  correctly  reported,  it  cannot 
be  reconciled  with  Ldseenoe  v.  Tiemey  or  Fidd  v. 
Moore. 

The  Yice-Chakcellob. — It  is  a  case  dted  in  every  text 
book  I  have  ever  seen  on  the  subject  of  election. 


Mr.  James, — ^It  is  in  conflict  with  the  later  decisions 

(a)  19  Beav.  176.  {b)  2  Dick.  46S. 

E  £  a 
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died;  and  the  recent  case  of  CamvpMH  v.  Ingilhy{a)  most 
be  considered  as  having  overruled  it 

Then,  as  to  the  obtaining  of  the  order  of  revivor  and  sup- 
plement after  the  husband's  death,  and  the  prosecuting  the 
accounts  against  his  estate,  those  circunistances  cannot 
have  the  effect  of  confirming  what  was  done  by  the  Plain- 
tiff during  her  covertura  She  has  derived  no  benefit  from 
them,  and  they  were  not  steps  taken  with  intent  to  con- 
firm,  or  with  any  notice  on  her  part  that  she  had  the 
power  to  repudiate  tho  settlement 

Mr.  CrackfiioM,  for  Robert  Barrow  the  younger,  the  al- 
leged heir  in  tail  of  the  copyhold  property,  claimed  to  be 
heard  agsdnst  the  petition,  costs  being  thereby  asked  against 
him  as  personal  representative  of  his  deceased  fiather : — 

It  is  clear,  that  the  infimt  Petitioners  could  not  have 
maintained  this  bill  against  thttr  parents:  Borton  v.  Bor- 
ton(b)t  where  a  precisely  similar  bill  by  duldven  was  dis- 
missed. The  present  case  is  new,  but  must  be  determined 
en  the  principle  on  which  the  G>urt  proceeds  in  reference 
to  a  wife's  equity  to  a  settlement^  vis.  that  the  equity  is  a 
right  personal  to  the  wife — a  rij^t  which  she  need  not  en- 
force, which  she  can- waive  at  any  time  before  a  settlement 
is  actually  executed,  notwithstanding  an  ocder  referring  it 
to  the  Master  to  approve  of  a  settlement,  and  a  settlement 
approved  of  accordingly:  Baldwin  v.  Baldmn{c)\  and 
which  if  once  waived  by  her  the  interest  of  her  child/en  is 
defeated,  their  right  being  dependent  altogether  upon  the 
will  of  their  mother:  per  Lord  Eldon,  in  Murray  v.  Lord 
El4bamJc(d);  also  Lloyd  v.  WiUiam8(e),  De  La  Oarde  v. 


(a)  I  De  6.  &  Jones,  393. 

<ft)  16  Sim.  552. 

(e)  5  De  G.  &  Sm.  319, 


(d)  10  Ves.  91 ;  S.  C,  1  Lead. 
Ca.  in  Eq.  298,  and  notei. 
(«)  1  Madd.  450.  Where,  how- 


Babbow 
Babbow. 
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Lempriere  (a),  Baher  y.  Bayldon(b),  and  Fenner  v.  Tay-       is5S. 

Mr.  JRott,  Q.  G,  in  reply:— 

The  qaestion  ia  not^  as  in  Laeaence  v.  TUmey  and  I'ielct 
y.  Moore^  whether  the  land  is  bound,  but  whether  the  con- 
sdenoe  of  the  Plaintiff  is  affected.  After  what  she  has 
done  in  the  suit,  it  would  be  a  fraud  if  the  Plaintiff  could 
escape  from  the  decree  she  has  obtained.  At  all  events, 
her  life-estate  should  be  sequestrated. 

The  Yics-CHANCELLoa — ^Ihe  question  comes  to  this^ 
whether  equity  can  fasten  upon  the  conscience  of  a  mar- 
ried woman;  and  if  so,  to  what  extent?  It  has  occurred  to 
me,  whether  I  cannot  at  least  fasten  upon  the  Plaintiff  so 
much  of  the  decree  as  orders  her  to  concur  in  raising  the 
costs — ^for  instance,  by  a  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  property ; 
also  whether,  as  she  has  got  a  decree,  the  Court  cannot  put 
her  upon  getting  rid  of  it:  and  if  she  has  to  come  here  for 
that  purpose^  then  I  shall  have  a  right  to  say  upon  what 
terms  that  shall  be  allowed.  But  I  shall  not  dispose  of  any 
part  of  the  case  without  taking  time  to  consider  ib 

Judgment  reserved. 


YiCE-CHAKCfiLLOB  SiB  W.  Paqb  Wood— after  stating    jft^29rd. 
the  facts  of  the  case,  proceeded  as  follows : — 


JutlffmeiU, 


The  sole  question  before  me  is,  whether' the  Plaintiff  is 
bound  by  the  decree  she  has  obtained  ? 

erer,  what  was  held  wis,  that  s     tlement  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
chfld  has  no  equity  to  insist  on     mother.** 
a  settlement,  *' unless  there  he  a         (a)  6  Beav.  344. 
eontrsct  or  a  decree  for  a  set-         (b)  8  Hare,  210. 
(c)  2  Buss.  &  M.  190. 
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Judgment. 


It  was  argued  thai  the  Court  could  not  hold  her  to  be 
bound  by  that  decree  without  in  effect  disturbing  the  whole 
law  with  reference  to  the  alienation  of  land  by  married 
women,  and  destroying  the  safeguards  which  the  law  throws 
around  them  in  the  enjoyment  of  that  description  of 
property,  inasmuch  as  to  hold  her  to  be  bound  by  the 
decree  would  be  in  effect  to  hold  that  a  married  woman  can 
part  with  her  interest  in  land  without  complying  with  those 
formalities^  which,  for  the  protection  of  married  women,  the 
law  has  required  to  be  performed,  and  has  made  indispensa- 
ble, for  the  purpose  of  a  valid  alienation.  That  contention 
was  raised  upon  the  authority  of  Laaaence  v.  Tiemey  (a),  but 
chiefly  upon  that  of  Field  v.  Moore  (b);  and  the  inference 
drawn  from  those  authorities  was,  that  the  Plaintiff  in  this 
case  is  to  hold  herself  entirely  free  from  all  the  proceedings 
had  in  her  suit^  from  the  decree  she  has  obtained,  and  the 
benefits  she  has  received  under  that  decree ;  that  all  these 
are  to  go  for  nothing,  and  she  is  to  be  held  as  free  as  if  no 
suit  had  been  instituted. 


It  appeared  to  me  during  the  argument  that  this  was  a 
very  startling  contention.  I  have  since  had  an  opportuoit j 
of  examining  the  authorities  upon  which  it  professed  to  be 
founded,  and  I  do  not  find  that  they  justify  any  such 
proposition. 

With  regard  to  Field  v.  Moore,  all  that  was  there  decided 
amounted  to  no  more  than  this — an  infimt  ward  of  court  had 
been  married  under  circumstances  which  evinced,  as  the 
Court  considered,  the  grossest  moral  culpability  on  the  part 
of  the  husband,  and  the  Court,  in  the  dischaige  of  its  duty 
towards  her,  made  a  decree  amounting  in  effect  to  this,  that 
her  husband  should  never  become  interested  in  any  part  of 
her  estate,  but  the  whole  should  be  settled  upon  trusts  for  her 


(a)  1  M*N.  &  Gor.  561.        (b)  19  Beav.  176;  S.  e.,2  Jur^  N.S,  M 
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sqparate  uae,  with  a  power  for  her,  in  defisiult  of  issue,  to 
appoint  by  will.  It  was  not^  like  this,  a  case  of  contract 
by  the  busband,  of  which  the  wife  came  here  to  enforce 
specific  performance.  The  decree  originated  entirely  with 
the  Court  The  Court,  for  the  protection  of  its  ward  and 
to  deprive  her  husband  of  what  he  would  otherwise  have 
taken,  ordered  the  settlement  to  be  executed.  It  is  true, 
she  executed  the  settlement  prepared  in  pursuance  of  that 
decree ;  but,  before  it  had  been  admowledged  by  her  as 
required  by  the  Act»  she  died.  All  that  she  had  done  merely 
showed  a  readiness  on  her  part  to  complete  the  settlement^ 
but  she  had  not  in  fact  completed  it  as  required  by  the 
statute ;  and  the  Court  held,  as  between  her  heir  at  law 
and  the  devisee  under  her  will,  that  the  heir  at  law  was  not 
bound.  The  case  in  this  respect  was  the  simple  case  of  an 
intention,  partially  performed,  to  bar  an  entail,  where,  the 
transaction  not  being  completed  as  required  by  the  Act,  the 
issue  in  tail  are  held  to  be  unaffected — certainly  it  does 
not  support  the  inference  drawn  from  it  in  the  argument. 


1S5S. 


Jfidgmem, 


On  the  contrary,  there  is  abundant  authority  to  show 
that  this  Court  can  and  does  deal  with  the  interests  of  mar- 
ried women  where  there  is  an  equity  by  which  their  con- 
sciences can  be  affected.  A  married  woman  can  elect  so 
as  to  affect  her  interest  in  real  property  without  a  deed 
acknowledged  for  that  purpose;  And  where  she  has  not 
already  elected,  the  Court  can  order  her  to  signify  her  eleo- 
tion.  It  was  said,  that  a  married  woman  could  not  elect  so 
as  to  bind  her  real  estate;  but  Ardesoife  v.  Beniiet  shows 
the  contrary;  and  that  case  was  followed  by  others  referred 
to  in  Mr.  Swcmston'a  note  to  Oretton  v.  Havxird(a)y  which 
establish  that  she  can  elect  so  as  to  affect  her  interest  in 
real  property ;  and  that^  where  she  has  once  so  elected, 
Aoiigh  without  deed  acknowledged,  the  Court  can  order  a 


(a)  1  SwaOBt.  413--416. 
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1858.  conveyance  accordingly; — ^Uie  ground  of  such  order  being, 
that  no  married  woman  shall  avail  herself  of  fraud.  Having 
elected,  she  is  bound,  and  the  transaction  will  be  enforced 


Babrow 

Bakbow.  ,     ,    . 
against  the  heu:. 


Another  case,  in  which  this  principle  was  acted  upon,  is 
that  of  Savage  v.  Fosteria).  There  a  married  woman, 
tenant  in  tail  of  lands,  had  allowed  a  purchaser  to  deal 
with  them  as  his  own,  without  giving  notice  of  her  title; 
and  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  a  fraud  on  her  part  not 
to  give  notice  of  her  title,  the  Court  decreed  a  conveys^ce, 
to  extinguish  her  right  to  the  lands. 


It  is  important  to  look  at  the  decree  in  that  case,  he- 
cause  some  of  Lord  Eldon's  observations  upon  it  in  the  case 
of  Jackaon  v.  Hcbhou6e(b)  are  incorfectly  reported.  The 
decree  was,  that  the  Defendant,  the  married  woman,  should 
levy  a  fine  to  the  Plaintiff,  the  purchaser,  to  extinguish  her 
right  to  the  lands  in  the  settlement;  that  the  Plaintiff 
should  have  a  perpetual  injunction  to  quiet  his  possession; 
and  that»  if  the  Defendant  should  levy  the  fine  quietly  and 
without  delay,  then  the  Plaintiff  should  have  no  eoats^ 
otherwise,  the  Defendant  should  pay  costa  The  report 
says  the  Plaintiff  should  pay  costs,  but  that  must  be  an 
error.  The  object  of  the  order  being,  iftpparendy,  to  en- 
force speedy  performance  of  the  decree  by  that  direction 
as  to  costa 


That  case  is  referred  to  in  Jackaon  v.  Hcbhouae,  both 
by  Sir  John  Leach,  who  was  then  at  the  bar,  and  by  Loid 
Eldon,  and  both  are  erroneously  represented  in  the  report 
as  having  described  it  as  not  applying,  because  it  was  "a 
case  of  a  power.''  That  clearly  must  be  wrong,  for  it  was 
not  a  case  of  a  power,  but  of  an  estate  tail  What  they 
must  have  said  is,  that  Savage  v.  Foster  did  not  apply,  be- 
ta) 9  Mod.  35,  (h)  2  Mer.  48a 
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cause  it  was  a  case  of  a  married  woman  having  a  power  to 
convey — ^that  is,  by  a  fina 

In  Jackson  v.  Hobhauae,  the  wife,  entitled  for  life  to  her 
sqMurate  use,  with  a  proviso  against  anticipation,  had  as- 
signed her  ftifcure  interest  to  secure  an  annuity,  which  the 
Raintiff  as  surety  for  her  husband  had  joined  in  a  covenant  to 
pay ;  the  Plaintiff  alleged  that  the  proviso  had  been  fraudu- 
lently concealed  from  him  when  he  entered  into  the  cove- 
nant, and  charged  her  with  being  guilty  of  fraud  in  having 
been  privy  to  such  concealment  Lord  Eldon  said,  that,  even 
if  the  fiuud  had  been  established,  he  was  inclined  to  think 
the  Ciourt  would  not  suffer  the  fraud  of  the  wife  to  give  her 
a  power  of  alienation  agaiust  the  intention  of  the  settlor. 
Then,  alloding  to  Savage  v.  Foster,  and  Watts  v.  Cres- 
weU{a),  where  the  fraud  was  that  of  an  infant^  he  says 
this: — "  In  the  cases  referred  to,  of  a  married  woman  hav- 
mg  a  power''  (that  should  be,  *'  having  power  to  convey '' 
i  e.  by  fine),  "  and  of  an  infant,  they  are  capable  by  law  of 
conveying,  the  act  of  the  latter  being  only  voidable  on  his 
attaining  full  age.    But  the  present  case  is  different,  the 
manied  woman  having  no  power  to  make  a  conveyance;  if, 
therefore,  the  &ct  of  fruud  were  fully  established,  it  would 
be  difficult  to  make  out  the  inference  attempted  to  be  de- 
rived from  those  cases.''    He  had  said,  in  an  earlier  passage 
of  his  judgment :  "  Supposing  the  omission  to  be  clearly  the 
wife's  personal  fraud,  the  question  has  reference  not  only 
to  her  interest,  but  to  the  intention  of  the  author  of  the 
settlement^  and  it  becomes  a  very  material  point  to  deter- 
mine whether  the  Court  will  suffer  the  fraud  of  the  wife  to 
give  her  a  power  of  alienation  against  the  intention  of  the 
aetUor." 


1858. 
Basbow 

V. 

Babrow. 
JwigmenL 


In  that  case,  therefore.  Savage  v.  Foster  is  recognised,  but 
distinguished  on  the  ground  that  there  the  wife  had  power  to 

(a)9Vin,  Abr.  415. 
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JudgmenL 


convey  under  the  settlement  creating  the  entail;  whereas, 
in  Jackson  v.  Hobhottae,  such  a  power  was  expressly  nega- 
tived by  the  settlement. 

And  it  seems  to  me,  that  it  would  go  to  the  root  of  the 
whole  jurisdiction  as  to  fraud,  if  in  this  case  I  were  to  allow 
the  Plaintiff  to  retain  the  benefit  she  has  derived  under  the 
decree,  and  yet  to  decline  to  be  boimd  on  her  part  by  pro- 
ceedings in  which,  under  a  different  state  of  circumstaneeB, 
she  had  embarked,  speculating  on  the  chance  of  her  hus- 
band's life. 


In  Fidd  v.  Moore  I  find  nothing  contrary  to  this  view. 
I  find  Lord  Justice  Turner  recognising  the  law  as  acted 
upon  in  Ardesoife  v.  Bennet.  He  examines  a  vast  num- 
ber of  cases,  and  proceeds  thus: — "  But  all  these  cases  were 
either  cases  in  which  the  Court  enforced  a  right  which 
was  paramount  to  that  of  the  married  woman,  or  a  right 
which  the  married  woman  herself  had  duly  created ;  or  they 
were  cases  of  election,  in  which  the  interests  of  third  persons 
were  concerned.  Cases  of  the  first  class  are  wholly  different 
from  those  of  settlements  made  by  the  Court  upon  the  mar- 
riage of  its  infant  wards.  In  the  cases  of  such  settlements, 
there  is  no  paramount  right;  there  can  be  no  right  duly 
created  by  the  ward ;  but  the  Court  acts  merely  with  a  view 
to  the  benefit  of  its  ward:  and  the  cases  of  election  are 
equally  inapplicable  to  a  case  like  the  present  If,  upon 
the  marriage  of  the  ward,  a  settlement  was  made  by  the 
husband,  it  is  possible  that  some  case  of  election  might 
arise,  as  in  the  case  of  SaviU  v.  SavUl;  but  in  this  case  there 
was  no  settlement  by  the  husband,  the  inarriage  wasagross 
contempt  of  Court  The  Court  deprived  the  husband  of 
the  interest  which  he  took  by  the  marriage  in  the  real  es- 
tates of  the  wife,  and  settled  that  interest  for  the  benefit  of 
the  wife;  and  the  act  of  the  Court  in  depriving  the  hus- 
band of  his  interest  certainly  could  not  be  made  the  foun- 
dation of  a  case  of  election  against  the  wife.'' 
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The  case  before  me  is  entirely  different    This  is  not  the 
act  of  the  Court.    This  is  not  a  settlement  ordered  at  the 
instance  of  the  Court :  it  is  the  case  of  a  covenant,  of  which 
the  Court  has  decreed  specific  performance  at  the  instance 
of  the  wife,  who  throughout  has  been  the  acting  party.    It 
is  quite  true^  there  was  no  need  for  her  to  ask  to  have  the 
covenant  performed ;  but  if  she  chose  to  have  it  performed, 
she  could  not  divide  it — she  could  not  have  it  performed  in 
part  only.     The  covenant  was  one  and  entire^  to  settle  the 
property  upon  her  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  husband 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  children.    She  could  not  call 
upon  her  husband  to  perform  it  so  fsur  as  to  give  her  the  first 
life  estate,  but  to  settle  nothing  in  remainder  on  himself  or 
on  his  children.    His  own  life  estate  in  remainder,  and  the 
remainder  to  his  children,  formed  the  benefits  in  considera- 
tion of  which  he  covenanted  to  settle  the  property,  and  to 
forego  that  interest  in  the  rents  which  the  law  gave  him  in 
right  of  his  wife. 


185S. 
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That  being  so,  the  wife  being  perfectly  free  to  elect 
whether  she  would  or  would  not  have  the  covenant  per- 
formed, through  her  next  friend,  simply  as  a  feme  sole, 
elects  to  have  it  performed,  files  her  bill,  and  obtains  a 
decree  for  specific  performance  of  the  covenant;  and  by 
virtue  of  that  decree  puts  into  her  own  pocket  what,  upon 
any  other  footing,  was  her  husband's  property.    Those  acts, 
all  done  by  her  during  coverture  (I  do  not  rely  at  all  upon 
the  revival  of  the  suit  by  her  after  she  became  a  widow), 
amount  clearly  to  an  election;  and,  after  that  election,  how 
can  I  say  she  is  not  to  be  bound  by  the  proceedings  she  has 
taken,  simply  because,  in  the  event  that  happened — ^by  the 
death  of  her  husband  within  a  few  days  afl^r  the  decree-— 
the  interest  she  elected  to  take  proved  less  beneficial  than 
that  to  which  she  would  have  been  entitled  independently 
of  her  husband's  covenant  ? 


Mr.  Crdcknall  argued  that  the  case  resembled  cases  of 
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the  wife's  equity  to  a  settlement^ — ^wbere,  althougfa  childrea 
always  take  benefits  under  the  settlement  which  the  Court 
orders  at  the  suit  of  the  wife,  the  equity  is  treated  by  the 
Court  as  one  personal  to  the  wife,  which  the  wife  alone  can 
enforce,  and  which  if  waived  by  her,  the  interest  of  the 
children  is  defeated.  But  I  see  no  analogy  between  the 
casea  This  is  not  a  case  of  equity  to  a  settlement  It  is 
a  case  of  a  covenant  whole  and  indivisible,  of  which  she 
has  asked  specific  perfonnance,  entire  and  as  it  stands. 
Besides,  in  the  cases  on  the  wife's  equity  to  a  settlement 
(I  have  looked  carefully  through  them  all),  the  Court 
allows  the  wife  to  retire  after  reference  for  a  settlement^ 
and  after  a  settlement  so  approved  has  been  approved  of 
by  the  Master,  but  not  after  a  settlement  has  been  finally 
ordered.  Here  the  decree  has  been  made,  and  the  Plaintiff 
comes  too  late. 


It  appears  to  me,  that,  in  this  cas^  the  Plaintiff  is 
clearly  bound  to  carry  the  settlement  into  effect;  and  if  the 
lord  will  not  admit  two  trustees,  one  must  be  admitted 
alone. 

I  should  have  said,  with  reference  to  LasseiMe  v.  Tier- 
ne^,  that  in  that  case  there  was  merely  a  bill  filed,  and  no 
further  proceedings  were  had;  and  it  was  on  that  ground 
the  case  was  disposed  of. 


There  will  be  a  declaration,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  bound 
by  the  decree  in  the  petition  mentioned,  and  she  will  be 
ordered  to  concur  with  all  proper  parties  in  surrendering 
the  copyhold  hereditaments  in  the  indenture  of  1834,  and 
in  the  decree  mentioned,  to  the  trustees,  or  one  of  them,  bo 
as  to  raise  the  costs  and  fines  directed  to  be  raised  by  the 
decree,  and  subject  thereto  upon  the  trusts  declared  by  that 
indenture. 

Ordered  accordingly. 
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X  HIS  suit  was  instituted  agidnst  the  Defendant  for  in-   Paunu-^is  # 
fringing  the  Plaintiffs  letters  patent    The  Plaintiff  ob-  "4^^^;^^ 
tained  an  interim  injunction,  and  his  right  had  been  since     Coh»  «  (a- 
established  in  an  action  at  law.     Upon  the  cause  now     ^cuau— 
coming  on  to  be  heard,  the  Coxxri  was  of  opinion  that  the    ^'^^     ^' 
Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  his  full  costs,  charges,  and  expenses,  ^  ^-^J^^ 
taxed  as  between  solicitor  and  client;  but  a  question  arose  ment  of  a  pa- 
whether  the  decree  should  contain  an  express  direction  for  cWtoon^ 
the  Taxing-master  so  to  tax  the  same.  pfd^t^  ra- 

titledtofoU 
.     .  costs  as  between 

solicitor  and 
client,  the  de- 
Mr.  Fooka,  for  the  Plaintiff  cree  or  order 

should  contain 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Fischer,  for  the  Defendant,  S^ti^that 
submitted,  that^  under  the  43rd  section  of  the  Patent  Law  ^^^^^d. 
Amendment  Act,  1852(a),  such  a  direction  was  unne-  notwithstand- 

-r^  .       1        \       .     .  1       ™   .     .«•  ,       ingthe43rd 

cessary.    Upon  a  simple  order  to  tax  the  Plaintiffs  costs,  section  of 
the  Taxing-master  would  tax  him  his  full  costs,  unless  the  Law^Amend- 
Judge  should  certify  that  he  ought  not  to  have  such  full  "J^'J*  ^^^* 

costs.  that  he  shall 

have  snch  fnU 
costs,  unless 

The  Vice-chancellor  held,  that,  notwithstanding  the  J^^Safhl 
words  of  the  Act,  the  decree  ought  to  contain  an  express  o^s^^  f  0^  ^ 

have  them. 

direction  for  the  Taxing-master  to  tax  the  Plaintiffs  costs 
as  between  solicitor  and  client; — ^the  practice  of  this  Court, 
in  all  other  suits,  being  to  tax  costs  as  between  party  and 
party,  in  the  absence  of  special  directions  to  the  contrary. 

(a)  15  &  16  Yiet  c  83.     By  taxed  as  between  attorney  and 

this  leetion,  the  record  and  certi-  dient,  unless  the  Judge  making 

ficate  being  given  in  evidence  shall  such  decree  or  order  shall  certify 

entitle  the  Plaintiff,  on  obtaining  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  not  to 

a  decree  or  decretal  order,  to  his  have  such  full  costs, 
full  costs,  charges,  and  expenses, 
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Tho  word 
"  moneys  "  in 
a  codicil — keldf 
to  comprise  not 
only  all  mo- 
neys in  hand, 
bat  also  all 
moneys  dae  to 
testator,  whe- 
ther upon  se- 
curity or  other- 
wise, notwith- 
standing ex- 
press mention 
made  in  the 
will  of"  mo- 
neys and  se- 
cnrities  for 
money.** 


LANGDALE  v.  WHITFELD. 

JLJ  Y  an  indenture,  dated  1844,  being  the  settlement  made 
in  contemplation  of  Hie  marriage  of  Thomas  Hadre  and 
Mary  Ann  his  "wife,  certain  real  and  personal  property 
mentioned  in  the  schedules  thereto  was  settled  upon  tmsi 
for  Ma/ry  Ann  for  life  for  her  separate  use,  remainder  for 
TTiomaa  Had/re  for  life,  remainder,  in  de&ult  of  issue  of  the 
marriage,  upon  trust  for  such  person  or  persons  and  for  sndi 
estates  and  interests  as  Mary  An^,  notwithstanding  her 
coverture,  should  by  will  appoint^  and  in  default  of  appomt- 
ment  to  her  next  of  kin  under  the  statutes  of  distributioii 
exclusively  of  Tliomaa  Haire. 

Mary  Ann  made  her  will  in  1845;  and  thereby,  after 
reciting  the  settlement,  and  that  the  trustees  thereof  were 
to  stand  possessed  of  the  mortgage  debts  and  sums  of 
money,  bonds,  bills,  notes,  securities,  produce  of  the  sale  of 
the  messuage,  and  all  other  the  property  and  efifects  com* 
prised  in  the  schedtdes  annexed  to  the  indenture  of  settle- 
ment^ in  de&ult  of  issue  of  the  marriage  and  subject  to  a 
life  interest  therein  of  her  husband,  upon  trusts  for  such  per- 
sons, intents,  and  purposes,  as  she,  notwithstanding  her  cover- 
ture, should  by  her  will  give  and  bequeath  the  same,  she,  in 
exercise  and  execution  of  the  power  to  her  given  by  the  set- 
tlement, and  all  other  powers  enabliug  her,  in  de&ult  of  such 
issue,  and  subject  and  without  prejudice  to  the  interest  of  her 
said  husband  therein,  gave  and  bequeathed  all  and  singular 
the  said  trust  moneys,  property,  and  other  her  personal  estate 
in  manner  thereinafter  mentioned.  She  then  proceeded  to 
give  pecuniary  legacies  to  various  persons  and  to  different 
charities,  and  directed  the  whole  of  such  legacies  to  be  paid 
within  twelve  calendar  months  next  after  the  decease  of  the 
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survivor  of  her  husband  and  herself.  Amongst  the  legacies 
80  bequeathed  were  a  legacy  of  500Z.  to  Robert  Thomaon, 
to  be  paid  to  him  if,  and  when,  and  so  soon  after  the  period 
before  mentioned  as,  he  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years;  two  legacies^  of  1002.  each,  to  her  god-daughters,  the 
Defendants,  Mary  Bwmet  and  Florence  King,  to  be  paid 
in  like  manner,  if  and  when  they  should  respectively  attain 
twenty-one  years;  and  a  lega<rfr  of  1002.  to  her  cook  Maria 
Ford:  and  after  giving  certain  specific  legacies  of  furniture, 
plate,  coins,  pictures,  books,  wearing  apparel,  and  trinkets, 
she  proceeded  as  follows : — "  And  as  to  all  the  residue  of 
my  moneys,  securities  for  money,  goods,  chattels;  eflfects, 
and  personal  estate,  not  by  me  hereinbefore  otherwise  dis- 
posed o(,  I  give  the  same  to  my  friend,  Mary  Arm  Lang-- 
dale,"  meaning  the  Plaintiff 
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By  a  codicil  to  her  will,  dated  August,  1849,  the  testa- 
trix, after  reciting  the  bequest  by  her  vrill  to  Thomson 
of  the  legacy  of  5002.,  and  to  Mary  Burnet  and  Florence 
King  of  the  legacies  of  1002.  each,  and  to  Maria  Ford 
of  the  legacy  of  1002.,  payable  at  the  times  and  in  the 
manner  in  the  will  mentioned,   she  revoked  the  same 
legacy  of  5002.  to  Thomson,  and  the  said  l^acies  of  1002. 
a  piece  to  Mary  Burnet  and  Florence  King,  and  gave  to 
Tbxmiaon  the  sum  of  3002.    And  she  thereby  directed, 
that^  as  well  the  last-mentioned  legacy  to  Thovneon,  as  the 
said  legacy  to  Maria  Ford,  should  be  paid  to  the  said 
legatees  respectively  "  out  of  any  moneys  of  or  to  which 
she  might  be  possessed  or  entitled  at  the  time  of  her  de- 
cease, and  within  twelve  calendar  months  next  after  such 
decease."     She  then  proceeded  as  follows:    "And  I  do 
hereby  give  all  the  residue  of  the  monejrs  of  which  I  may  at 
the  time  of  my  decease  be  absolutely  possessed,  unto  and 
equally  between  the  said   Manry  Burnet  and  Florence 
Ki7ig,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  abso- 
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lutely,  share  and  share  alike;  and  in  all  other  respects  I 
ratify  and  confirm  my  said  will/' 

The  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix,  at  the  time  of  her 
decease,  consisted — 

First.  Of  property  subject  to  the  tmsts  of  the  settle- 
ment, amoimting  to  about  7700!.,  of  which  her  husband 
was  entitled,  under  the  trusts  of  the  settlementi  to  the 
interest  and  dividends  during  his  life. 

Secondly.  Of  mortgage  debts,  bonder  bills,  notes,  cash  in 
the  house  and  cash  at  the  banker's,  arising  from  the  savings 
out  of  her  income  under  the  settlement^  amounting  to 
about  28382.  ]8.Sd.;  and  of  a  sum  of  about  S002.,  being 
arrears  of  rent  and  interest  due  to  her  at  her  decease  in 
respect  of  her  settled  property  and  private  securities,  mak- 
ing together  31382.  Is.  Sd. 

Thirdly.  Of  various  household  furniture,  plate,  linen, 
books,  and  other  chattels. 


The  Plaintiff  by  her  bill,  admitted  that  the  Defendants, 
Mary  Burnet  and  Florence  King,  were  entitled  to  the^re* 
sidue  of  the  money  of  the  testatrix  at  her  bouse  and  at  her 
banker's  at  the  time  of  her  death,  which  might  remain  after 
the  payment  thereout  of  the  testatrix's  debts,  funeral  and 
testamentary  expenses,  and  the  l^^acies  of  300^  and  lOOL 
mentioned  in  the  codicil ;  but  prayed  that  it  might  be  de- 
clared that  the  Plaintiff  was  ^ititled  to  the  remainder  of 
the  residuary  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix,  and  for  pay* 
ment  of  the  same  accordingly. 


Argument.  Mr.  WtUcodc  and  Mr.  SpringaU  Thompson,  for  the 
Plaintiff,  contended,  that  the  bequest  in  the  codicil  to  tbe 
testatrix's  god-daughters,  Mary  Burnet  and  Florence  Kif^f 
of  "  all  the  residue  of  the  moneys  of  which  she  migbt  at 
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the  tune  of  h&c  decease  be  abaolutely  posseesed,''  must  be 
confined  to  moneys  actually  in  band  and  cash  to  her  draw- 
ing account  at  her  banker'& 

Prim&  fade,  a  bequest  of  "all  my  moneys ''  was  always 
restricted  to  ready  money  as  distinguished  from  money 
due  to  a  testator:  Latoe  v.  Thoma8(a).  And  here,  not  only 
was  there  nothing  in  the  context  to  justify  the  Court  in 
construing  the  word  "  moneys"  so  as  to  include  debts  and 
securities  for  money,  but  that  construction  was  expressly 
negatived  by  the  testatrix,  who,  in  her  will,  had  treated 
securities  for  money  as  distinct  fix>m  moneys,  by  the  words 
''and  as  to  all  the  residue  of  my  moneys,  aecurUiea  for 
money,  goods,  chattels,  effects,  and  personal  estata" 

[They  cited  also  Manwing  v.  Purcdl(b),  Vaisey  v.  Rey- 
fU)ld8(c),  Bwrrett  v.  Knighted),  and  Xamer  v.  Lamer (e). 

.  Mr.  Rdt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hielop  Clarke,  for  the  Defendant 
Florence  King;  and 

Mr.  Dcmid,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hobhouae,  for  the  Defendant 
Moflry  Bwmet — 

Claimed  everything  over  which  the  testatrix  had  a  power 
of  appointment^  or,  at  all  events,  all  moneys  actually  in 
hand  at  the  time  of  the  testatrix's  decease,  and  all  moneys 
due  to  her  on  security  or  otherwise. 


1896. 


Whatever  is  available  under  the  codicil  for  payment  of 
the  legacies  to  Thomson  and  Maria  Ford,  the  residue  of 
that  must  go  to  the  god^daughters,  upon  the  principle  of 
the  decisions  in  Rogers  v.  Thom/as(J)  and  Dowson  v. 


(ft)  Kay,  369;  S.  C,  affirmed 
on  appeal,  5  D.  M.  6.  315. 

(6)2Sm.  &  Giff.  284 ;  5.  C, 
7D.M.G.55. 


(c)  5  Ru88.  12. 

(d)  8  W.  R.  579. 

(e)  5  Id.  513. 
(/)  2  Kee.  8. 
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0a8kom(a).  Ax^  what  is  so  available  is  all  the  "  nKmeys 
of  or  to  which  the  testatrix  might  be  possessed  or  entUUd 
at  the  time  of  her  decease.''  It  is  admitted,  that  the  word 
"  moneys''  may  include  debts,  where  the  context  requires  it; 
and  haying  regard  to  the  context  and  the  general  scheme  of 
the  codicil,  the  Court  will,  ia  this  case,  adopt  the  kiger  in- 
terpretation of  the  word  'moneys,'  as  in  OUfndenmg  ▼. 


Mr.  JwtM»^  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  jRensAotc;,  appeared  for  the 
executora 


Mr.  WVHoodc^  Q.  C,  confined  his  reply  to  the  question, 
how  far  the  codicil  affected  the  absolute  property  of  the 
testatrix?  the  yice-Chancellor  having  intimated  his  opinion, 
that  it  dearly  could  not  affect  any  property  over  whidi  she 
had  merely  a  power  of  appointment 


jud^mMt     Vicb-Chancellob  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

Upon  the  first  point  in  this  case,  viz.  how  fieur  the  codicil 
affects  property  over  which  the  testatrix  had  only  a  power 
of  appointment^  I  find  no  difficulty  whatever. 

The  testatrix  having  a  power,  in  default  of  issue,  to  ap- 
point by  will  very  large  trust  property,  which  she  refers  to 
at  the  commencement  of  her  will,  as  consisting  of  **  mort- 
gage debts  and  sums  of  money,  bonds,  bills,  notes,  securi- 
ties, produce  of  the  sale  of  a  messuage,  and  all  other  the 
property  and  effects  comprised  in  the  schedule  to  her  mar- 
riage settlement^"  subject  to  her  husband's  Ufe  interest 
therein,  deals  with  it  thus  by  her  will: — She  recites,  that 
she  has  this  power,  and  then,  in  exercise  of  that  and 
all  other  powers,  in  default  of  issue,  and  subject  to  her  hus- 
band's life  interest,  she  gives  and  bequeaths  "all  and  sin- 

(a)  2  Kee.  14.  (fr)  9  Bear.  324. 
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galar  the  said  trust  moneys,  property,  and  other  her  per- 
sonal estate,  in  manner  foHowing/'  That  would,  of  course, 
include  everything,  as  well  property  which  she  had  power 
to  appoint  by  will  as  her  own  absolute  property.  She  then 
gives  certain  legacies,  of  no  very  large  amount,  to  be  paid 
within  twelve  calendar  months  after  the  decease  of  the  sur* 
vivor  of  her  husband  and  herself,  including  a  legacy  of  500L 
to  Thomaon,  and  two  legacies,  of  1002.  each,  to  her  god- 
daughters, and  a  legacy  of  1002.  to  one  Maria  Ford,  And 
after  bequeathing  certain  specific  legacies,  she  proceeds  as 
follows: — "  And  as  to  all  the  residue  of  my  moneys,  secu- 
rities for  money,  goods,  chattelef,  effects,  and  personal  estate, 
not  by  me  hereinbefore  otherwise  disposed  of,  I  give  the 
same  to  nky  Mend  Ma/ry  Ann  Langdale,'*  meaning  the 
P]ainti£^  **  absolutely.''  Of  course,  making  the  Plaintiff 
reddnaiy  legatee  of  everything  she  had  power  to  dispose  of 
by  will,  whether  comprised  in  the  settlement  or  not 
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That  being  the  effect  of  her  will,  by  her  codicil,  after 
reciting  t&e  bequest  by  her  will  to  Thomaan  of  500Z.,  and 
to  her  godniaughters  of  1002.  each,  and  to  Maria  Ford  of 
1002w,  she  revokes  distinctly  the  legacy  of  5002.  to  Thom- 
9on,  and  the  legacies  of  1002.  a-pieoe  to  her  god-daughters; 
and  having  made  those  revocations,  she  gives  Thomson 
soot  instead  of  5002.,  but  makes  no  substitution  in  the  case 
of  her  god-daughters  beyond  what  I  am  about  to  mention. 
She  then  directs,  that,  as  well  the  legacyof  3002.  to  Thom^ 
son,  as  the  legacy  of  1002.  to  Maria  Ford,  should  be  paid 
to  the  said  legatees  respectively  out  of  any  moneys  of  or  to 
which  she  might  be  possessed  or  entitled  at  the  time  of  her 
decease,  and  within  twelve  calendar  months  next  after  such 
decease.  And  she  then  proceeds  thus: — **  And  I  do  hereby 
give  all  the  residue  of  the  moneys  of  which  I  may  at  the 
time  of  my  decease  be  absolutely  possessed,  unto  and 
equally  between  the  said  Mary  Burnet  and  Florence 
King,  their  executors^  administrators,  and  assigns,  abso* 
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lutely,  share  and  share  alike;  and  in  all  other  respects  I 
ratify  and  confirm  my  said  will/' 

.  Now,  the  first  observation  that  occurs  upon  that  is,  that 
the  testatrix  clearly  makes  a  distinction  between  property 
of  which  die  has  power,  under  the  settlement^  to  make  an 
appointment  to  take  effect  upon  the  decease  of  her  hus- 
band, and  property  of  which  she  can  make  a  bequest  to 
take  efiect  immediately  after  her  own  decease.  And  it  is 
clear,  that,  under  the  word  ''moneys"  in  the  codicil,  she 
does  not  include  any  portion  of  the  settled  fond. 

It  is  also  dear,  that  there  is  in  the  codicil  a  plain  revo- 
cation, to  a  certain  extent^  of  the  gift  by  her  will  of  the 
residue  in  &vour  of  the  Plaintiff.  The  only  question  of 
any  difficulty  is  how  far  that  revocation  extend&  In  other 
words,  what  construction  I  am  to  put  upon  the  word 
"moneys"  occurring  in  the  codicil. 

Now,  the  authorities  have  clearly  settled,  that^  prima 
fecie,  and  in  the  absence  of  anything  in  the  will  to  indi- 
cate a  different  intention,  the  word  "moneys''  will  be  con- 
fined to  ready  money  actually  in  hand.  A  different  inten- 
tion may  be  gathered  firom  the  words  of  the  will,  and 
where  that  is  the  case,  effect  will  be  given  to  it  And,  ac- 
cordingly, in  Packer  v.  Marchant  (a),  the  expression  **ready 
money"  was  construed,  upon  the  whole  of  the  will,  to  include 
the  testator's  balance  at  his  banker's.  And  in  Manning 'v. 
PurceU  (6),  where  the  testator  had  made  a  distinction  in 
his  will  between  all  his  moneys  and  certain  articles  specifi- 
cally bequeathed  on  the  one  hand,  and  all  the  residue  and 
remainder  of  his  estate  and  effects  on  the  other,  sums  stand- 
ing to  his  credit  at  his  banker's,  one  upon  an  ordinaiy  ac- 
count current  and  the  other  secured  by  deposit  notes  bear- 
ing interest,  were  held  to  pass  under  the  words  "all  my 

(a)  1  Phill.  356.  (6)  7  D.  M.  G.  55. 


CASES  IN  CHAXCEBY. 


433 


m<me7&''  ^  Lowe  v.  Thoma8(a\  I  found  nothing  in  the 
will  to  indicate  an  intention  to  pass  anything  beyond  money 
actually  in  hand,  or,  at  any  rate,  beyond  money  in  hand  or 
at  the  banker's;  and,  accordingly,  I  felt  bound  to  decide, 
that^  under  the  words*  ''the  whole  of  my  money,''  stock  in 
the  fimds  did  not  pass;  and  my  decision  was  affirmed  by 
the  Lords  Justices  (b). 


1SA8. 


JudgmmL 


The  question  here  is,  whether  the  word  "  moneys  "  can 
be  held  to  comprise  not  only  moneys  actually  in  hand,  but 
moneys  due  to  the  testatrix,  whether  upon  the  security  of 
the  mortgages,  bonds,  bills,  and  notes  mentioned  in  the  will, 
or  otherwise. 


Now,  looking  to  the  whole  of  the  codicil,  it  is  clear  that 
the  primary  scope  of  it  is  to  accelerate  the  enjoyment  of 
what  the  l^;atees  are  to  take;  and,  as  regards  her  god- 
daughters, it  is  clear  the  testatrix  had  no  intention  to  de- 
prive them  of  anything  they  would  have  taken  under  the 
will  without  giving  them  what  in  any  case  would  be  at 
least  an  equivalent  Whereas,  under  the  will,  all  the  lega- 
tees would  have  had  to  wait  for  the  legacies  given  them  by 
Ae  will  until  the  expiration  of  twelve  months  after  the 
decease  of  her  husband,  the  primary  object  of  the  testatrix 
in  the  codicil  is  to  accelerate  the  enjoyment  of  what  she 
gives  them  by  the  codicil,  and  to  provide  that  they  shaU 
take  that  benefit  within  twelve  months  after  her  own  de- 
cease, and  without  waiting  for  the  decease  of  her  husband. 
That  being  the  primary  object  of  the  codicil,  one  would  be 
surprised  to  find  other  words  in  the  codicil  indicative  of  an 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  testatrix,  that  the  whole  object 
she  had  so  in  view  should  be  left  to  depend  for  its  accom- 
plishment or  Cedlure  upon  the  mere  accident,  whether  at 
the  time  of  her  decease  the  cash  in  her  own  purse  or  at  her 
banker's  would  be  sufficient  to  carry  her  purpose  into  eSect 

(a)  Kay,  369.  (6)  5  D.  M.  G.  315. 
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Then,  again,  the  funds  out  of  which  the  l^acieB  to 
Thomson  and  Maria  Ford  are  to  be  paid,  are  not  deecribed 
OS  moneys  simply,  or  moneys  of  which  the  testatrix  might 
be  poEl^essed,  but  as  "moneys  of  or  to  which  she  might 
be  entitled.''  It  is  admitted,  that,  although  the  primaiy 
meaning  of  the  word  "moneys,''  taken  alone,  is  'ready 
money '  in  its  strict  sense,  still,  like  the  words  "child,"  ''son," 
and  many  others,  it  is  capable  of  expansion,  where  the  con- 
text requires  it  to  be  construed  in  a  wider  sense,  in  order 
to  effectuate  the  intention  of  the  testator — ^we  constantly 
.  hear  people  talking  of  having  so  much  "money  at  their 
banker's,"  as  Lord  Justice  Turner  observes  in  Ma/nni/ng  v. 
PurceU{a),  or  so  much  money  *'  on  bond,"  "  on  notes,"  or  the 
like, — and  it  appears  to  me  that  the  expression  "or  entitled  " 
ia  an  important  circumstance  in  favour  of  the  contention 
that  the  testatrix  intended  to  use  the  word  "  moneys"  in 
its  larger  signification. 

Further,  I  have  the  circumstance,  that  the  legacies  to 
Thomeon  and  Maria  Ford  are  to  be  paid  ''widiin  twelve 
calendar  months  next  after  the  testatrix's  deceasa"  And 
although  it  is  true,  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  sudi  di- 
rection, twelve  months  are  always  allowed  to  executors  to 
ascertain  what  debts  are  owing  by  the  deceased,  still,  that 
direction  may  be  taken  as  implying  an  anticipation  on  the 
part  of  the  testatrix  that  the  funds  out  of  which  these 
legacies  were  to  be  paid  might  take  time  to  realise. 

But,  without  relying  on  this  latter  circumstance,  finding, 
as  I  do,  that  the  primary  object  of  this  codicil  was  acoeler»- 
tion,  and  that  the  testatrix  has  described  the  fund  which 
she  had  in  contemplation  as  "  moneys  of  or  to  which  she 
ought  be  possessed  or  eTvtitted*'  I  think  I  am  authorised 
in  holding  that  the  word  "  moneys"  in  the  codicil  was  in- 
tended by  the  testatrix  to  include  not  only  all  moneys  ao- 

(a)  7  D.  M.  G.  67. 
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toally  in  hand,  bat  also  all  moneys  due  to  her  at  the  time 
of  her  deoeasa 

The  other  oonstmction  contended  for  would  lead  to  the 
absurd  consequence,  that  the  question,  whether  the  in- 
tended benefit  would  be  acoeierated  or  not^  would  depend 
upon  the  accident  of  the  requisite  funds  being  actually  in 
hand  or  at  her  banker's  at  the  time  of  the  testatrix's 
decease,  there  being  no  conceivable  object  to  be  attained 
by  leaving  it  so  dependent 

It  is  true,  that^  if  in  describing  the  funds  out  of  which  . 
the  legacies  to  ThomBon  and  Mwria  Ford  are  to  be  paid 
the  testatrix  had  simply  said  "  out  of  any  moneys  of  which 
I  may  he  paasesaedy"  omitting  the  words  ''or  entitled  to/' 
the  case  would  not  have  been  so  strong  in  fiekvour  of  the 
Defendants'  contention;  but  I  cannot,  on  that  ground,  draw 
a  distinction  between  the  fund  out  of  which  she  has  given 
their  legacies,  and  that  which  she  has  in  view,  when  she 
speaks  in  the  next  sentence  of  "  all  the  residue  of  the  moneys 
of  which  she  may  at  the  time  of  her  decease  be  abechUely 
poeeeaaed,"  without  adopting  a  construction  which  would 
result  in  an  absurdity. 

The  only  further  difficulty  in  the  way  of  adopting  a  con- 
struction which  includes  in  the  term  "  moneys"  not  merely 
moneys  in  hand  but  securities  for  money,  arises  from  the 
circumstance  that  the  testatrix,  in  making  her  will,  has 
treated  the^  two  as  distinct^  in  the  words  "  and  as  to  all 
the  residue  of  my  moneys^  eeeurUiea  for  money,  goods, 
chattels,  'effects^  and  personal  estate;"  whereas  in  the 
codicil  she  has  spoken  of  moneys,  without  mentioning  secu- 
rities for  money — ^an  omission  which,  it  was  argrued,  must 
have  been  intentional,  since  the  will  shows  that  she  knew 
the  distinction  between  the  two  descriptions  of  property. 
But  I  read  the  two  instruments  thus: — In  the  will,  delibe- 
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rately  drawn  by  a  draughtsman,  the  several  descriptioiiB  of 
property  which  the  testatrix  had  in  contemplation  are  se- 
parately enumerated;  in  the  codicil,  drawn  under  different 
circumstances,  and  as  a  supplement  to  the  will,  the  enumer- 
ation is  naturally  more  brief. 


In  the  other  authorities  cited  (a),  there  was  not^  as  here, 
a  gift  of  legacies  out  of  a  demonstrated  fund,  but  a  gifk  of 
legacies  generally,  and  then  a  gift  cf  all  the  residue  of  the 
testatrix's  moneys;  and  as  l^;acies  given  generally  would, 
of  course,  be  a  charge  upon  the  general  estate,  the  residuary 
personalty  was  held  to  pass  under  the  term  *** moneys''^). 
But  the  same  principle  would  apply  here  to  pass  the  resi^ 
due  of  the  demonstrated  fund,  out  of  which  the  legacies  are 
given  by  the  codiciL 


Mr.  DanieL — ^Your  Honour  does  not  consider  any  iuxni- 
tnre  to  have  passed  by  the  bequest  to  the  god-daughters? 


TheViCB-CHANCELLDB.—  No.  I  expressly  exclude  fur- 
niture, and  everything  except  "moneys,''  in  the  larger 
acceptation  of  the  term — ^moneys  in  hand  and  moneys 
due. 


Mwuu.  Dbclau,  that  the  legacy  of  300/.  given  by  the  codicil  to  Thommm^ 

and  the  legacy  of  100/.  in  the  codicil  mentioned,  are  payable  out  of 

all  moneys  of  or  to  which  the  testatrix  was  possessed  or  entitled  at 
the  time  of  her  decease,  whether  the  same  consisted  of  moneys  ac- 
tually in  hand,  or  of  moneys  due  to  her  on  secority  or  otherwise ; 
and  that  the  Defendants,  Mary  BvmH  and  Florence  Kuig^  are  en- 
titled to  the  residue  of  the  same  moneys,  but  not  to  any  portion  of 
the  settled  fund. 


(a)  Rogers  v.  Thomat^  2  Eee. 
S $  and  DowionT.  Chukoin,  Id.  14. 


(5)  See  Lord  Justice  Turner  in 
Lowe  V.  Tkomoi^  5  D.  M.  G.  319. 
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IR  Miehad  NoweU  was,  at  the  date  of  his  will  and  at  DutAsfo/Cam- 
his  death,  seised  in  fee  of  certain  freehold  lands  and  here-    rmder  to  Um 
diiam^its,  and  was  tenant  and  absolute  owner,  subject  as    gm^^I^Tim 
hereinafter  mentioned,  of  certain  lands  and  hereditaments,  ""^J^?*^ 

parcel  of  the  ancient  Duchy  of  Cornwall,  governed  by        

the  custom  of  that  duchy,  and  commonly  called  "Duchy  of  the  bnoh^ 
lands,''  but  sometimes  called  copyhold  or  customary  land&  ^J^^^ 
These  Duchy  lands  were  known  and  situate  as  follows  : —  ^  J^  cuaum 

^  of  that  dnohy, 

Menhay,    Trewenmack,    Medlyn,  and  Oweal  Hellis,  in  —the  tenure  of 
the  parish  of  Wendron,  and  Pennenna  in  the  parish  of  ^jgjuj^a 
Smiomo,  aU  in  the  county  of  ComwaU.  ^^^  '^^ 

seren  yean  to 

The  tenure  of  these  Duchy  lands  was  originally  a  holding  which  nlti. 
or  convention  from  seven  years  to  seven  years,  which  ulti-  ^  a^hSSng 
mately  grew  into  a  holding  to  the  tenant^  and  his  heirs  and  ^^^^?^^ 
aangns,  subject  to  the  payment  of  a  fixed  fine  every  seven  and  asngna, 
years,  upon  penalty  of  forfeiture  on  non-payment  of  the  payment  of  a 
fine  for  a  certain  period,  and  after  certain  steps  taken  in  i^^^^^^T^ 

irnd^r  pcuoalty 
of  fixrfeitnrek  no  snrrender  to  the  ums  of  a  .will  being  required — EM^  to  pass  by  a  general 
devise  made  previously  to  the  Act  55  Geo.  S,  c.  192.    And  the  circumstance  of  such  general 
devise  being  followed  by  a  devise  of  all  testator's  Duchy  lands  to  one  for  life— ^«M  not  to  pre- 
vent its  passing  the  reversion. 

Wm-'CoiuinieUan^Election, 

^  Devise  of  Black  Acre  to  Defendant  for  life,  made  conditional  upon  his  confirming  the  dispo- 
Btkm  in  the  wiU  of  such  of  the  hereditaments  thereinafter  devised  as  were  the  property  of 
testator's  late  brother  S.  U^  deceased,  followed  by  a  residuary  devise  of  *'all  andeveiy  the 
msDorsand  hereditaments,  being  freehold  of  inheritance,  of  or  to  which  testator  was  then,  or  at 
bis  deaUi,  should  be  seised  or  entitled  at  law  or  in  equity  for  any  devisable  estate  or  inteiest,  or 
vhich  testator  then  had  or  at  the  time  of  his  decease  should  have  power  to  dispose  by  will, 
mcluding  lands  known  as  Duchy  lands,"  as  to  White  4cre,  and  two  other  estates,  to  uses  for 
■scoring  in  annuity  to  an  annuitant  for  life,  and  as  to  all  and  singular  the  same  manors  and 
hereditiunenta  (subject  as  to  the  three  last-mentioned  estates  to  tiie  uses  thereinbefore  limited) 
to  use  of  Plaintiff  for  life:— ffeld  (following  Winiom-  v.  Clffton^  3  Jur.,  N.  S.,  74),  that  Defend- 
ant was  bound  to  elect  between  JBlaek  Aere  and  certain  Duchy  lands,  of  which  White  Acre  was 
one,  and  which  stood  limited  to  &  U,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  testator  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  Defendant  for  life,  with  remainders  over  for  life  and  in  tail,  with  ultimate  remainder  to  tes- 
tator in  fee,  testator  having  no  other  Duchy  lands. 

Whether,  if  White  ^cr«  had  not  been  mentioned,  a  case  of  election  would  have  been  pevented 
&nn  arinng,  upon  the  ground  that  the  testator  contemplated  the  possibility  of  aoqmrmg  other 
Dochy  lands  in  the  interval  between  the  date  of  his  will  and  his  death — Qitare. 
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1858.  reference  thereto.  The  usoal  method  of  transferring  lands 
and  hereditaments  of  this  description  was  by  a  suziender 
from  the  vendor  to  the  purchaser;  but  they  could  also  be, 
and  occasionally  were,  passed  by  an  ordinary  deed  of  con- 
veyance ;  and  it  was  not  the  custom  to  surrender  such  here- 
ditaments to  the  uses  of  wills,  nor  was  such  a  course  ever 
pursued. 

Sir  Michael,  by  his  will,  in  1797,  devised  to  his  trustees 
and  the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  of  such  survivor— 
All  his  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments^  and 
premises  in  the  parish  of  Owmear  in  the  county  of  Ocmr 
VHxU,  and  all  other  his  mossuages,  lands,  tenements^  and 
hereditaments  in  the  said  county  not  thereinbefore  devised, 
in  trust,  as  to  one  moiety,  for  his  nephew  SUphen  UMdce^ 
for  life,  with  remainder  for  his  children  in  tail;  and  as  to 
the  other  moiety,  for  his  nephew  Mobert  UsUeke,  for  ]ite, 
with  remainder  for  his  children  in  tail,  with  cross  remaindezs 
between  them  in  tail;  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  De- 
fendant for  life,  with  divers  remainders  over  for  life  and  in 
tail,  and  an  ultimate  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  own 
right  heirs.  Immediately  after  which  he  proceeded  to 
devise  as  follows  :  **  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  unto  Lady 
DoroOiy  IfotoM  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  all  my 
Duchy  and  copyhold  lands,  hereditaments,  and  premises,  to 
hold  to  her  and  her  assigns,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her 
natural  Ufa" 

Sir  Michael  died  in  1802;  and,  upon  his  death.  Lady 
Dorothy  took  possession  of  the  Duchy  lands,  and  continued 
in  possession  until  her  death  in  181 2. 

Upon  the  death  of  Lady  Dorothy,  Stephen  Usticke  being 
the  heir  at  law  of  the  testator,  and  assuming  that  the  re- 
version in  the  Duchy  lands  expectant  on  the  death  of  Wj 
Dorothy  was  undisposed  of  by  the  will,  entered  upon  thoee 
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lands,  and  enjoyed  undisputed  posaeision  of  them  during  ims. 
his  lifa  He  granted  leasee  of  the  property  as  if  he  were 
absolute  owner  of  the  entirety,  and  not  as,  regarding  one  un« 
divided  moiety,  merely  tenant  for  life;  the  reservations  and 
covenants  bdng  to  and  with  him,  his  heirs  and  assigns:  and 
he  purchaeed  a  high  rent  and  the  seignoiial  rights,  taking 
the  conveyance  to  himself  in  fee,  the  lands  being  described 
as  bis  lands  of  inheritance. 

Stephen  died  in  1821,  without  having  had  any  issue, 
leaving  Robert  Uetioke,  his  brother  and  heii^atrlaw. 

On  iSfefpAenVtleath  three  instruments,  each  purporting 
to  be  his  last  will,  were  found  to  httve  been  duly  executed 
by  bim. 

By  the  second  of  these  instruments  Stephen  devised 
all  his  estates  to  trustees,  upon  trust,  in  the  first  place, 
to  pay  an  annuity  of  SOL  to  Lenny  Peters  during  her  lifa 
He  then  devised  as  follows: — "  I  hereby  give  and  devise  to 
the  same  trustees  all  those  my  lands,  tenements,  and  here- 
ditaments, situate,  Ijdng,  and  being  in  the  parish  of  Wend- 
Ton  in  the  county  of  ComvxM,  and  in  the  town  of  Eel- 
stone  in  the  same  county,  being  part  and  parcel  of  the 
manor  of  Heletone,  in  Kerrier,  and  whereof  the  fee  simple 
and  inheritance  was  lately  purchased  by  me  of  John 
Rogers,  Esq.,  the  lord  of  such  manor,  and  conveyed,  or  in- 
tended to  be  conveyed,  to  or  in  trust  for  me,  all  which  pre- 
niises  are  in  the  occupation  of  (naming  certain  tenants) 
"  as  my  tenants,  upon  trust,  as  soon  as  conveniently  may 
be  after  my  decease,  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same  for  all 
my  estate  and  interest  therein."  He  then  directed  the 
trustees  to  pay  certain  legacies  of  2002.  and  6002.  out  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale;  and  after  giving  an  annuity  also 
out  of  such  prooeeds,  he  devised  as  follows : — "  All  the  rest, 
lesidue,  and  remainder  of  my  freehold,  leasehold,  Duchy, 
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tiien,  and  in  such  case^  the  said  Tregame  estate,  with  its 
appurtenancBB,  shoold,  at  the  expiration  of  such  tirdye 
calendar  months,  go,  remain,  and  be  to  the  same  orthe  tike 
uses  &C.,  as  thereinafter  in  and  by  this  his  will  declared  con- 
oeming  his  resadnary  freehold  estata  Then,  after  certain 
miimportant  provisions  and  bequests,  the  testator  proceeded 
to  devise  thus: — ^''I  give  and  devise  all  and  eveiy  the 
manor8>  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments, 
and  real  estate  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  being  freehold 
of  inheritance,  of  or  to  whidi  I  am  now,  or  at  the  time  of 
my  death  shall  or  may  be,  seised  or  entitled  at  law  or  in 
equity  for  any  devisable  estate  or  interest^  or  of  which  I  now 
have,  or  at  the  time  of  my  decease  shall  have,  power  to 
dispose  by  this  my  will,  and  not  hereinbefore  disposed  o( 
including  all  the  manors  and  other  hereditaments  of  or  to 
which  my  late  brother  Stephen  Uetioke  was  seised  or 
otherwise  entitled  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  and  also  in- 
cluding lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  known  as 
Duchy  lands,  to  the  uses  hereinafter  declared,  that  is  to  6aj, 
as  to,  for,  and  concerning  certain  estates  called  TrekiU  and 
Trewermadc,  in  the  parish  of  Wen&ron,  and  an  estate  called 
Trdand,  in  the  parish  of  ScmU  Keveme,  with  their  appur- 
tenances, to  the  use,  intent^  and  purpose  that  Lenny 
Peters  and  her  assigns  should  yearly,  during  her  life, 
receive  a  yearly  rentcharge  of  802^"'  The  testator  then 
gave  certain  powers  of  entry  and  distress;  and  subject 
thereto  and  to  a  term  of  100  years  for  securing  the  same 
annuity,  he  declared  the  uses  of  all  the  property  so  de- 
vised as  follows : — '^  As  to,  for,  and  concerning  all  and 
singular  the  manors,  lands,  and  other  hereditameniB  last 
hereinbefore  devised,  subject,  nevertheless,  and  without 
prejudice  as  to  the  said  estates  called  TrehiU,  Trewenr 
nook,  and  Treland,  to  the  uses  hereinbefore  limited,  to  the 
use  of  my  great  nephew,''  the  Flainti£^  "for  his  life^  with 
remainder  to  his  children  in  tail'' 
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In  pmsuance  of  the  proviflions  in  the  will  of  Robert,  the 
Defendant  and  Lewny  Peters,  within  twelve  months  after 
the  decease  of  that  testator,  executed  deeds  confirming  his 
will;  tibe  effect  of  the  deed  executed  by  Lenny  Peters  being 
to  release  her  daim  to  an  annuity  of  80{.  provided  for  her 
by  Stephen's  second  will;  and  the  Defendant  entered  into 
possession  of  the  Tregaame  estate. 

The  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  agreed  to  be  bound  by  the 
opmioQ  of  the  Court  upon  a  special  case^  comprising  the 
foregoing  statements,  it  being  arranged  that  the  same  should 
embrace  the  question,  whether  a  case  of  election  was  raised 
by  the  will  of  Robert  Ustidee  as  to  any  and  what  parts  of 
the  pioperfy.  Under  these  drcumstanoes,  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  was  requested  on  the  following  question: 

Is  the  Plaintiff  or  the  Defendant  the  party  entitled  to 
the  said  lands  and  hereditaments,  parcel  of  the  ancient 
Duchy  of  CormoaU,  or  to  any  and  which  of  them,  or  to 
any  and  what  parts  thereo£ 
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Mr.  Molt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  C.  HaU,  for  the  Plaintiff— 
omtended^  that  the  question  in  the  special  case  must  be 
answered  in  fovour  of  the  Plaintiff,  whether  the  reversion  in 
the  Duchy  lands  expectant  on  the  death  of  Lady  Doro^y 
Newell  did  or  did  not  pass  by  the  will  of  Sir  Michael. 

If  that  reversicm  did  not  pass  by  Sir  Michael's  will,  the 
Plaintiff's  right  was  clear;  for  in  that  case,  on  Sir  Michael's 
death,  it  descended  upon  Stephen  as  his  heir-at-law;  and 
on  Stephen's  death  it  either  passed  by  his  second  will  to  the 
Defendant^  subject  to  the  charges  in  that  will  contained,  in 
which  case,  under  the  will  of  Robert,  the  Defendant  was 
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boirnd  to  elect  between  the  Duchy  lands  and  the  Treganu 
estate;  or,  if  Stephen's  second  will  was  void,  and  Stephen 
died  intestate  as  to  his  Duchy  lands,  then  those  lands  de- 
scended on  his  death  upon  Robert,  as  his  hdr-at-law;  and, 
in  that  case,  the  Plaintiff  s  right  was  dear,  without  putting 
the  Defendant  to  his  election. 


But  even  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  re- 
version in  question  did  pass  by  Sir  Michdd's  will,  the 
Plaintiff  is  entitled.  Bcbert,  by  his  will,  purported  ex- 
pressly to  pass  Duchy  lands.  It  is  a  hjct,  and  one  which 
the  Court  has  a  right  to  notice  in  a  question  of  this  na- 
ture (a),  that,  with  the  exception  of  the  lands  in  question, 
Robert  had  no  lands  answering  the  description  of  Duchy 
lands.  It  follows,  therefore,  as  in  the  analogous  cases  in 
reference  to  the  execution  of  powers  (b),  that  the  lands  in 
question  must  have  been  those  which  he  affected  to  de- 
vise by  his  will,  and  as  to  which  he  called  on  the  Defendant 
to  confirm  the  disposition  thereby  mada  That  disposition 
could  not  have  been  intended  to  take  e£kct  out  of  a  mere 
leversionaiy  interest^  expectant  upon  an  estate  tail;  for,  as 
to  Trewennack,  one  of  the  Duchy  lands  in  question,  the 
devise  was  subject  to  an  annuity:  Wimiour  v.  Clifion{e); 
and  the  rest  were  held  by  precisely  the  same  title. 


[They  cited  Churchill  v,  Dibben(d),  DUUm  v.  Oraee{e\ 
Morgan  d.  Siirman  v.  Surman{f) ;  also  Orant  v. 
Lynomi(g),  ShvMleworth  v.  0reave8{h),  Sayer  v.  Sayer, 
and  Innes  v.  Sayer  (i). 


(a)  Sir  J.  Wigram's  Treatise  on 
the  Admission  of  Extrinsic  Evi- 
dence in  Aid  of  the  Interpretation 
ofWUls.    Prop.  V. 

(b)  Sugd.  Pow.Ch.  vi.  s.  vii. 

(c)  2  Jur.,N.  a,  456;  S.  C, 
on  appeal  3  Td.  74. 


{d)  1  Sugd.  Fow.  407,  ed.  6. 
(e)  Id.  410. 
(/)  1  Taunt.  289. 
(g)  4  Russ.  292. 
(h)  4  My.  &  Cr.  38. 
(i)  7  Hare,  377 ;  <S^.  C,  on  ap- 
peal, 3  M'N.  &  Gor.  606. 
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Hie  Yice-Chancbllob  intimated  his  opinion,  that  the        i858. 
reversion  in  the  Duchy  lands  expectant  on  the  death  of  the 
Lady  Dorothy  Nouoefl  passed  hj  the  will  of  Sir  MickMl; 
upon  that  point,  therefore,  he  need  not  hear  the  Defendant's 

OOUnseL  ArgmnmU 


Mr.  Malma,  Q.  0.,  and  Mr.  Oiffard  for  the  Defendant^ 
contended  that  the  question  must  be  answered  in  his  &Your. 

The  Cburt  having  decided  that  the  reversion  expectant 
on  the  death  of  Lady  Dorothy  passed  by  the  will  of  Sir 
Michad,  Stephen  and  Robert  took  each  only  an  estate  far 
life  in  the  lands  in  question.  Those  lands,  therefore,  could 
not  have  been  the  lands  referred  to  in  the  will  of  Robert, 
and  as  to  which  he  calls  on  the  Defendant  to  confirm  the 
disposition  made  by  his  will:  for  the  latter  were  defined  by 
him,  firsts  as  lands  which  had  been  the  property  of  Stephen, 
that  is,  lands  which  were  really  Stephen's  property  to  dis- 
pose of  by  his  will;  secondly,  as  lands  of  which  he  himself 
was  then  or  might  thereafter  be  seised,  or  of  which  he  had 
then  or  might  thereafter  have  power  to  dispose  by  his  will; 
and  he  must  be  taken  to  have  known  the  law,  that  he  could 
iK>t  80  dispose  of  lands  of  which  he  was  merely  tenant  for 
life 


Noris  it  necessary  to  have  recourse  to  sudi  a  supposition; 
fer  Robert  speaks  in  his  will  not  only  of  lands  of  which  he 
was  then  seised  or  had  then  power  to  dispose,  but  also  of 
lands  of  which  he  might  at  his  death  be  seised,  or  might  at 
his  death  have  power  to  dispose;  and  these  words  are  satis- 
fied by  supposing  him  to  have  contemplated  the  possibility 
of  acquiring  other  Dtichy  lands  in  the  interval  between  the  . 
date  of  his  will  and  his  death.  If  a  testator,  having  no 
Bvnmigha/rn  railway  shares  at  the  date  of  his  will,  be- 
qaeathes  all  the  Bi/rrnmgha/rn  railway  ebares  of  which  he 
is  then  or  may  at  his  death  be  possessed,  no  question  of 

VOL.  IV.  Q  G 


446  CASES  m  CHANCERY. 

1858.  election  will  arise,  because  he  may  have  contemplated  the 
pofisibility  of  buying  shares  of  that  description  at  some 
future  time,  of  which,  in  that  event,  he  would  have  power  to 


USTIGKB 
V. 

Pktsbs. 
dispose. 


But  even  if,  having  'regard  to  the  express  mention  of 
Trewennack,  one  of  the  Duchy  lands  in  question,  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  latter  axe  those  to  which  Rcberi 
refers,  still  the  Court  will  presume  that  he  did  not  intend 
to  pass  any  estate  in  those  lands  beyond  the  reversion  in 
fee,  of  which  alone,  under  the  will  of  Sir  Michad^  he  had 
power  to  disposa  And  the  circumstance  of  his  charging 
TrewefrmoLck  with  an  annuity  would  not  rebut  that  pre- 
sumption, for  he  has  charged  not  that  estate  only,  but  two 
other  estates,  forming  no  part  of  the  Duchy  lands, — estates 
of  which  he  had  full  power  to  dispose,  and  which  alone  are 
sufficient  to  make  it  good;  so  that  Wimiour  v.  CUflon  does 
not  apply. 

Another  mode  of  construing  Robert's  will  without  sup- 
posing him  to  have  attempted  to  devise  that  of  which  he 
had  no  power  to  dispose,  is  this: — Stephen  had  purchssed 
the  manorial  rights,  which  he  himself  by  his  will  calls  "  the 
fee  simple  or  inheritance,''  of  these  Duchy  lands  in  fee;  and 
quoad  those  rights,  the  lands  would  be  correctly  described 
by  Robert  as  lands  which  were  formerly  the  property  of 
Stephen^  and  also  (assuming  StepherCa  will  to  be  invalid) 
as  lands  of  which  he,  Robert,  had  power  to  dispose  by  that 
his  will 


[They  cited  Jones  v.  Tucker(a),  Lord  Rancliffe  v.  Par- 
kyn8(Jb),  and  Dummer  v.  Pitcher(e),] 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 

(a)  3  Men  533.  (b)  6  Dow,  149.  (c)  2  M.  &  K.  2fi2. 
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7igk-Chancellob  Sir  W.  Page  Wood; —  iws- 

UsncxB 
Taking  the  two  instruments,  the  will  of  Sir  Michael  *[• 

NomlZ  and  that  of  Robert  Ueticke,  together,  I  think  it        ^ —  ' 

manifest  that  a  case  of  election  arises.  Judgmmu. 

As  regards  the  first  question  that  was  argued,  it  is  a 
mere  legal  pointy  but  I  cannot  arriye  at  the  question  of 
election  without  determining  it  The  first  question  was, 
whether, — ^under  the  devise  in  the  will  of  the  first  testator, 
Sir  Miehad  Nowelly  of  ''all  his  messuages^  lands,  tene- 
ments, hereditaments,  and  premises  in  the  parish  of 
Ovrmear  in  the  county  of  ConmoaU,  and  all  other  his 
messuages^  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  in  the  said 
oounty  not  before  devised,''  upon  trust  as  to  one  moiety,  for 
his  nephew  Stephen  for  Ufe,  with  remainder  for  his  chil- 
dren in  tail;  and  as  to  the  other  moiety,  for  his  nephew 
Robert  for  life,  with  remainder  for  his  children  in  tail,  with 
cross  remainders  between  them  in  tail,  with  remainder  to 
the  use  of  the  Defendant  for  life,  and  an  ultimate  re- 
mainder to  the  use  of  the  testator's  own  right  heirs» — ^the 
Duchy  lands  now  in  question  passed. 

The  tenure  of  those  lands  is  described  in  the  special 
case  as  originally  a  holding  or  convention  from  seven  years 
to  seven  years,  which  ultimately  grew  into  a  holding  to  the 
tenant  and  his  heirs  and  assigns,  subject  to  the  payment  of 
a  fixed  fine  every  seven  years,  under  penalty  of  forfeiture. 
And  it  is  also  stated  in  the  special  case,  that  no  surrender 
of  lands  of  this  tenure  to  the  uses  of  a  will  is  required. 
This,  therefore,  is  Ukc  the  common  case  of  a  devise  of  copy- 
holds not  surrendered  to  the  uses  of  a  will  made  since  the 
passing  of  the  Act  65  Geo.  3,  c.  192,  as  to  which  Doe  v. 
LudUmi{a)  has  decided  that  they  will  pass  by  a  general 
devise.    It  is  conceded,  that  property  of  this  description 

(a)  7  Ring.  275. 
GG  2 
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1858.  passes  not  to  the  executor,  but  to  the  heir.  It  is,  I  appre- 
hend, a  species  of  real  property;  and  I  do  not  think  that 
the  circumstance  of  the  general  deyise  I  have  mentioned 
being  followed  by  the  devise  to  Lady  Dorothy  Nowdl 
of  "  the  rents  and  profits  of  all  the  testator's  Duchy  and 
copyhold  lands,  hereditaments,  and  premises''  during  her 
life,  can  have  the  effect  of  preventing  the  general  devise 
from  passing  the  reveision  expectant  on  that  life  estata 
For  these  reasons,  without  hearing  the  Defendant's  counsd 
upon  it>  I  decided  the  first  question  in  his  favotir. 

The  first  question  being  so  decided*  I  arrive  at  the 
second,  viz.  whether  a  case  of  election  arises  under  the  will 
of  iZo&^  Usticke. 

The  &cts  are  these: — ^Lady  Dorothy,  the  tenant  for  life 
of  the  Duchy  lands,  lived  till  the  year  1812;  and  upon  her 
death  in  that  year,  Stephen,  the  elder  nephew  and  heir-at- 
law  of  Sir  Michad,  entered,  and  was  allowed  to  retain  pos« 
session  of  apparently  the  whole  of  the  Duchy  lands,  for  he 
granted  leases  of  them  and  took  a  conveyance  fipom  one 
Rogers  of  the  manorial  righta  He  remained  in  that  pos- 
session until  1821,  and  then  died,  having  made  three 
wills,  which  were  of  such  a  character  that  considerable 
litigation  was  likely  to  arise  with  reference  to  them;  and 
such  litigation  did  arise  with  reference  to  the  first  The 
first  of  these  wills,  upon  an  issue  from  this  Courts  was  found 
to  be  invalid.  The  jury  upon  that  occasion  added,  thai 
they  did  not  consider  the  seoond  vrill  to  have  been  re- 
voked; but  as  that  was  ultr&  vires,  being  no  part  of  the 
issue  they  were  to  tty,  a  question  might  still  arise,  whether 
the  seoond  vrill  was  not  open  to  dispute  on  the  part  of  the 
heir-at-law.  That  heir-at-law  was  his  brother  Robert, — the 
tenant  for  life,  as  Ihave  held  upon  the  first  question,  of  the 
other  moiety  of  the  Duchy  lands,  and  who,  upon  Stephen's 
death,  became  entitled  to  a  life  estate  in  the  whole  of  these 
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lands  under  ihe  will  of  Sir  Michad  NawM,  independently        1858. 
of  any  question  between  himself  and  Stephen. 


But  Stephen,  by  his  seoond  will,  had  dealt  with  the  pro- 
perty in  question  in  this  way: — He  had  devised  all  his  ''^*^^"*^ 
estates  to  trustee^  upon  trust,  in  the  first  place,  to  pay  an 
annuity  of  80Z.  to  a  Miss  Peters  for  life;  then  he  devised 
thus: — *'  I  hereby  give  and  devise  to  the  same  trustees  all 
those  my  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  situate, 
lying*  and  being  in  the  parish  of  Wendron  in  the  county 
of  OomwaU,  and  in  the  town  of  HeUtone  in  the  same 
county,  being  lately  part  and  parcel  of  the  manor  of  Hd- 
ttone^  in  Kerrier  "  (these  were  the  Duchy  lands  themselves) 
"and  whereof  the  fee  simple  and  inheritance  was  lately  pur- 
chased by  me  of  John  Rogers,  Esq.,  the  lord  of  such  manor, 
and  conveyed,  or  intended  to  be  conveyed,  to  or  in  trust  for 
me;  all  which  premises  are  in  the  occupation  of"  (and  then 
he  names  his  tenants)  "  as  my  tenants,''  clearly  including 
not  merely  the  manorial  rights, — ''  the  fee  simple  and  in- 
heritance,'' as  he  describes  it^ — which  he  had  purchased  of 
Bogers,  but  the  very  earth  and  soil  in  the  occupation  of  his 
tenanta  And  the  devise  is  upon  trust^as  soon  as  conveniently 
maybe  after  his  decease,  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same  for 
all  his  estate  and  interest  therein,  and  to  pay  legacies  of 
SOOZ.  and  600{.  Then  he  gives  an  annuity,  and  then  comes 
this  passage: — "  AU  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  my 
fte^old,  leasehold.  Duchy,  customary  freehold,  copyhold, 
and  all  other  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments^ 
and  premises,  wheresoever  situate,  and  of  what  nature  or 
kind  soever,  and  all  other  my  estate  and  effects,  both  real 
and  personal,  not  hereinbefore  given,  devised,  and  bo- 
queathed,  subject  nevertheless  to  the  payment  of  my  just 
debts,  and  to  the  trusts  hereinbefore  declared;  and  all  the 
lands,  ten^nents^  and  hereditaments  so  devised  in  trust  as 
aforesaid,  after  such  trusts  shall  have  been  fully  performed. 
I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  to  my  nephews,"  the  Defendant 
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and  Levda  Peters,  "  their  heirs,  executors,  adin]mstratoi& 
and  assigns,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions." 

The  result  is,  that  he  has  given  the  Duchy  lands  in  ques- 
tion to  trusteeef,  upon  trust  to  pay  those  legacies,  and  sub- 
ject to  that^  he  gives  all  the  rest  of  his  Duchy  and  all  other 
lands,  and  all  his  residuary  real  and  personal  estate  and 
effects  to  his  nephews.  He  has  made  a  complete  disposi- 
tion of  what  he  calls  his  Duchy  lands.  SUs  will  was  before 
the  late  Wills  Act;  and,  according  to  the  statements  in 
the  special  case,  as  I  understand  it^  he  had  no  estate  or 
interest  in  any  Duchy  lands  except  the  lands  in  question. 
He  gives  all  his  Duchy  land%  subject  to  the  legacies  and 
charges  I  have  mentioned, — a  circumstance  which,  I  think, 
will  explain  a  passage  commented  upon  by  the  Def(mdant's 
counsel  in  the  will  of  Robert,  that  the  Defendant  is  to  con- 
firm, "  so  £u:  as  he  shall  be  able  to  confirm,''  the  title  under 
that  will  to  the  Duchy  lands, — ^to  the  Defendant  and  Lewia 
Peters :  clearly  affecting  to  dispose  of  all  his  interest  m 
the  lands  in  question,  he  having  at  his  death  no  other 
interest  in  those  lands  than  the  reversionary  interest^ 
which,  by  the  will  of  Sir  Michad,  was  devised  to  his  own 
right  heirs.  Looking  to  the  case  of  WItUout  v.  Clifbon{c^ 
which  I  am  bound  to  follow,  and  which  seems,  if  I  may 
venture  to  say  so,  to  have  been  decided  on  very  sound 
prindples, — ^principles  quite  as  applicable  to  the  particular 
will  I  am  now  considering, — ^I  cannot  consider  that  the 
testator  Stephem,  Uaticke  could  have  intended  a  reversion 
expectant  on  an  estate  tail  to  be  the  fund  out  of  which  the 
legacies  I  have  mentioned  were  to  be  raised  for  the  benefit 
of  the  legatees 

Coming,  now,  to  the  will  of  Robert,  I  find  this  dedanr 
tion,  and  it  is  this  which  raises  the  question  of  election. 
After  devising  to  the  Defendant  an  estate  called  TregarM 

(a)  2  Jur.,  N.  S.,  456;  S.  C,  on  appeal,  3  Id.  74. 
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for  hiB  life,  he  says: — "^  Provided  always,  and  I  hereby  ex- 
pressly declare  my  will  to  be,  that^  in  case''  the  Defendant 
**  shall  not  within  twelve  calendar  months  after  my  decease 
eonfirm,  so  fer  as  he  shall  be  able  to  confirm,  the  title  to 
sQch  of  the  hereditaments  and  premises  hereinafter  devised 
as  were  the  property  of  my  late  brother,  Stephen  Usticke, 
Esq.,  deceased,  with  their  rights,  members,  and  appurte- 
Bsnces^  according  to  the  limitations,  powers,  and  provisoes 
hereinafter  expressed,  declared,  and  contained  of  and  con- 
oeniing  the  same,  then"  the  Trega/me  estate  is  to  go  over. 


1S58. 


Jmdf^ma^ 


It  was  aigaed,  that»  by  the  words  ''such  of  the  heredita- 
ments hereinafter  devised  as  were  the  property  of  my  late 
hiother  Stephen/*  the  testator  must  have  meant  such  only 
as  were  TeaHj Stephen's  property;  and  here  I  may  observe, 
thai  the  question  of  election  may  be  divided  into  two 
hranches,  and  on  either  branch  I  should  be  justified,  upon 
floond  principles,  in  holding  a  case  of  election  to  ansa 
Stopping  at  the  words  I  have  read,  the  testator,  it  is  true, 
requires  the  Defendant  to  confirm  the  title  made  by  his  will 
to  such  of  the  hereditaments  thereby  devised  as  were  the 
properfy  of  his  late  brother  Stephen.  And  why  is  the 
Defendant  to  confirm  the  title  to  those  hereditaments?  No 
doabt,  for  this  reason: — ^There  had  been  a  will  of  Stephen, 
to  whom  the  testator  was  heir,  by  which  Stephen  had  made 
the  Defendant  his  residuary  devisee;  and,  assuming  that 
viU  to  be  vaUd,  and  Stephen's  residuary  property  to  have 
passed  by  it  to  the  Defendant^  the  testator  Robert  calls  on 
the  Defendant  to  confirm  the  disposition  in  his  own  will 
^th  reference  to  such  of  the  hereditaments  thereinafter  de- 
^iwd  as  were  the  property  of  Stephen  Then,  if  it  is  allow- 
^e  to  look  back  to  Stephen's  will — as  to  which  possibly 
there  may  be  a  question,  since  it  is  not  recited  in  that  of 
^^>f>ert, — to  ascertain  what  it  is  that  Robert  means  when  he 
speaks  m  his  will  of  "  hereditaments  which  were  the  pro- 
P^y  of  Stephen,"  the  case  is  clear.    For  Robertas  meaning 
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1S6S.  IB  plain,  that  the  Defendant^  by  means  of  the  estate  which 
Stephen  has  given  him,  is  to  confirm  the  title  he  has  him- 
self made  by  his  wiQ  as  to  all  subh  of  the  hereditaments 
thereby  devised  as  were  the  property  of  Stephefu  The 
hereditaments  thereby  devised  include  "  all  the  manors  and 
other  hereditaments  of  or  to  which  his  brother  SUphen  was 
seised  or  otherwise  entitled  at  the  time  of  his  deatL"  And, 
looking  to  Stephen's  will  to  see  which  of  those  bereditar 
ments  were  treated  by  Stephen  as  his  propwty,wefind  him 
plainly  and  expressly  treating  as  his  property  the  very  lands 
now  in  question,  and  devising  them  as  such  to  the  Defend- 
ant and  his  brother. 

Butk  independently  of  that  branch  of  the  case,  and 
whether  it  is,  or  is  not,  allowable  to  look  back  to  Stephen's 
will  in  the  way  I  have  suggested,  a  case  of  election  arises 
as  clearly  and  indisputably  upon  the  subsequent  clause  in 
the  will  of  Robert,  in  which  he  proceeds  to  dedare  the 
limitations  which  he  has  required  the  Defendant  to  oonfirnL 
That  clause  is  as  follows : — 

*'  I  give  and  devise  all  and  every  the  manors,  messoagei^ 
lands  tenements,  hereditaments,  and  real  estate^  whatsoever 
and  wheresoever,  being  fireehold  of  inheritance,  of  or  to 
which  I  am  now,  or  at  the  time  of  my  death  shall  or  may 
be,  seised  or  entitled,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  for  any  de- 
visable estate  or  interest^  or  of  which  I  now  have  or  at  the 
time  of  my  decease  shall  have  power  to  dispose  by  this  my 
will,  and  not  hereinbefore  disposed  o(  including  all  the 
manors  and  other  hereditaments  of  or  to  which  my  said 
broths  Stephen  Uetieke  was  seised  or  otherwise  entitled  at 
the  time  of  his  decease,  and  also  including  lands^  tone* 
ment8»  and  hereditaments  known  as  Duchy  lands^  to  the 
uses,  upon  and  for  the  trusts,  intents,  and  purposes,  and 
with,  under,  and  subject  to  the  powers^  provisoes,  and  de- 
clarations hereinafter  limited  and  decbred." 
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In  tibat  passage,  Robert  expressly  indudes,  not  merely  ^     is^s. 
"  all  the  manors  and  other  hereditaments  of  or  to  which  his      u^^^ 
brother  Stephen  was  seised,  or  otherwise  entitled  at  the       ^* 
time  of  his  decease,*'  but  he  adds  this — ''  and  also  including 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  known  as  Duchy landa'' 
The  hereditaments,  therefore,  as  to  which  he  calls  upon  the 
Defendant  to  confirm  the  title  made  by  his  will,  are  not 
merely  such  of  those  mentioned  in  the  first  clause  as  were 
the  property  of  Stephen,  but  such  of  those  mentioned  in 
the  second  clause,  that  is,  expressly, ''  such  of  the  heredita- 
m^ts  known  as  Duchy  lands"  as  were  the  property  of 
Stephen. 

It  was  argued,  that,  in  the  clause  last  cited,  the  testator 
has  attempted  to  dispose  of  those  lands  only  cf  which  he 
was  then  or  might  at  his  death  be  seised,  or  of  which  he 
had  th^  or  at  the  time  of  his  death  should  have  power  to 
dispose  by  his  will;  that  he  must  be  taken  to  have  known 
that  he  had  no  power  to  dispose  by  his  will  of  lands  in 
which  he  had  only  a  life  interest,  and,  therefore,  haying 
r^fard  to  what  he  says  in  that  clause,  the  Court  must  hold 
that  he  had  no  intention  to  dispose  by  his  will  of  the  Duchy 
hmda  But  that  argument  would  go  to  the  root  of  all  cases 
of  election.  Prima  fiude,  the  C!ourt  presumes,  in  all  cases, 
that  a  testator  has  no  intention  to  dispose  by  his  will  of 
anything  of  which  he  has  not  power  so  to  dispose.  That 
presumption  arises,  whether  the  testator  does  or  does  not 
describe  them  as  lands  of  which  he  has  power  to  dispose  by 
will  But  that  presumption  is  not  condusiva  It  may  be 
rebutted;  and  the  question  in  all  these  cases  is,  whether 
upon  the  whole  of  the  will  it  is  so  rebutted, — ^whether  you 
find  upon  the  whole  of  the  will  enough  to  show  that  the  tea* 
tator  did  intend  to  deal  with  property  which  in  fact  was 
not  his  own.  If  you  do  not,  there  is  no  question  of  election 
to  be  argued.  If  you  do,  a  case  of  election  arises;  and  it  is 
immaterial  whether  the  testator  has  or  has  not  described 
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Judgment, 


'what  he  attempts  to  dispose  of  as  property  of  which  he  has 
power  to  dispose  by  will.  No  expressions  of  that  kind  can 
assist  the  construction  in  this  respect  further  than  the 
general  rule  of  law  would  have  assisted  it  That  genend 
rule  of  law  is,  that^  in  sitting  down  to  construe  a  will,  you 
axe  to  assume,  prima  &cie,  that  the  testator  did  not  intend 
to  dispose  of  anything  which  was  not  his  own  to  dispose  o( 
and  the  circumstance  of  his  having  disclaimed  such  an  in- 
tention will  not  make  any  difference,  so  £u:  as  the  role  of 
construction  is  concerned.  Then,  looking  to  the  whole  of 
the  will«  I  find  the  testator  expressly  disposing  of  Duchy 
lands.  I  find,  independently  of  the  will,  that  he  had  no 
Duchy  lands,  except  those  in  question;  and  that  he  had  no 
interest  in  the  lands  in  question,  except  the  reversion  de- 
vised by  Sir  Michael  to  his  own  right  heirs.  That  rever- 
sion,  according  to  Wintoti/r  v.  CUfton,  I  cannot  hold  thai 
Bobert  intended  to  pass;  and,  therefore,  I  am  driven  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  presumption  is  rebutted,  and  that  Ro- 
bert did  intend  to  pass  by  his  will  an  interest  in  the  Duchy 
lands  in  question,  of  which  he  had  no  power  so  to  disposa 


The  only  further  argument  against  this  conclusion  was, 
that,  inasmuch  as  Bobert  speaks  in  his  will  of  Duchy  lands 
of  which  he  was  then  or  might  at  his  death  be  seised,  and 
lands  of  which  he  had  then  or  might  at  his  death  have  power 
to  dispose,  those  words  would  be  satisfied  by  supposing  him 
to  have  contemplated  the  possibility  of  acquiring  other 
Duchy  lands  in  the  interval  bteween  the  date  of  his  will  and 
lus  deatL  It  was  argued  (although  it  is  only  trying  idem 
per  idem)  that  if  a  testator,  having  no  Birmingha/m,  railway 
shares  at  the  date  of  his  will,  bequeaths  all  the  Birming- 
ha/m railway  shares  of  which  he  is  then  or  may  at  his  death 
be  possessed,  no  question  of  election  could  arise,  because  he 
may  have  contemplated  the  possibility  of  buying  shares  of 
that  description  at  some  subsequent  time,  of  which  in  tfa^t 
event  he  would  have  power  to  disposa    This  argument 
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nuses  a  qaestion  of  considerable  nicety  and  interest,  but  it 
is  one  which,  looking  to  the  subsequent  words  in  this  wilL 
and  the  reference  there  made  to  Tre^u^eimack  as  one  of  the 
Duchy  lands  of  which  he  is  attempting  to  dispose,  it  will  not 
be  necessary  for  me  upon  the  present  occasion  to  decide. 
When  it  has  to  be  decided,  it  will,  I  think,  be  a  matter  of 
tome  difficulty  to  support  the  Defendant's  contention,  for 
this  reasom-— All  the  Court  has  to  do  is  to  gather  the  tes- 
tator's intention  £rom  the  words  lie  has  used ;  and  certainly 
it  fleems  a  very  whimsical  intention,  to  impute  to  a  testator, 
ivhen  he  aflfects  to  dispose  of  all  property  of  a  particular 
character  of  which  he  has  now  or  may  hereafter  have  power 
to  dispose,  that  he  makes  that  disposition  without  the  least 
suspicion  that  he  has  then  any  property  of  that  description, 
and  solely  with  the  notion  that  he  may  hereafter  buy  some 
such  property. 


185S. 


Upon  that  question,  however,  it  is  needless,  and  I  have  no 
wish,  to  say  more,  because  what  follows  ih  tfie  will  seems  to 
me  to  conclude  the  whole  case.  After  making  the  devise  I 
have  read  of  all  the  manors  and  hereditaments  therein  de» 
scribed,  "including  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments 
known  as  Duchy  lands,^'  to  the  uses  &c.  thereinafter  limited 
and  dedared,  the  testator  proceeds  to  declare  those  uses  as 
follows  :-^"  As  to,  for,  and  concerning  certain  estates  called 
TrthUl  and  Trewewaack  in  the  parish  of  Wead/ron,  and 
an  estate  called  Trdomd  in  the  parish  of  St  Keveme^  with 
their  appurtenances,''  to  uses  for  securing  an  annuity  for 
the  benefit  qf  Miss  Peters  for  life,  and  as  to,  for,  and  con- 
oeming  all  and  singular  the  manors  and  hereditaments  last 
thereinbefore  described  (subject,  as  to  Trekill,  Trewennack, 
and  Trelamd,  to  the  uses  thereinbefore  limited)  to  the  use  of 
the  Plaintiff  for  life,  with  remainders  over.  Now,  as  regards 
^rewenmcLck,  looking  to  the  charge  of  that  annuity  upon  it 
in  fieivour  of  Hiss  Peters,  I  cannot  hold,  consistently  with 
WvntouT  V.  CUftcn,  that  the  testator  intended  the  devise 
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Ubtigkb 

V. 
PSTXB8. 

JtidgmmU, 


to  take  effect  out  of  the  rerersionary  interest,  of  which  alooa 
he  had  power  to  dispose,  in  that  particular  estate.  I  must, 
therefore,  hold  that  he  intended  to  pass  Trefvewnaek,  as  ii 
it  were  his  own  to  dispose  of  absolutely  by  his  wilL  I  must 
also  hold,  that  he  considered  he  had  so  disposed  of  it  by  the 
words  "  Duchy  lands/'  for  the  words»  ''as  to  TreufenTkod," 
dearly  show  that  he  supposes  he  has  passed  it;  and,  ex- 
cept in  the  previous  devise  of  ''all  the  manors  Sec,  induding 
Duchy  lands,"  he  certainly  had  not  passed  Tr&wenncuk  ^I 
go  back  then  to  that  previous  devise  with  the  light  thrown 
upon  it  by  the  subsequent  words  "  as  to  Trewenaiack  ^^ 
and  I  find  that  he  held  by  precisely  the  same  title  with 
TrewewjMick  the  other  Duchy  lands  in  question, — Menhay, 
Medlyn^  Qweal  HeUia,  and  Permemia,  All  these  staad 
limited  to  precisely  the  same  uses  as  TrewetkTiack,  and 
under  precisely  similar  circumstances.  That  being  so^  it  is 
an  inference  which  cannot  be  resisted — ^what  this  Court 
calls  a  necessary  inference,  there  being  no  other  interpreta- 
tion to  be  put  upon  it-^that  in  the  previous  devise  of  Duchy 
lands  he  intended  to  pass  all  Duchy  lands  held  by  him  by 
the  same  title  by  which  he  held  Trewewnack 


I  prefer  relying  upon  this  branch  of  the  case  rather  than 
upon  the  former,  which  would  require  me  to  call  in  aid  the 
will  of  Stephen,  as  to  which,  as  it  is  not  referred  to  in  the  will 
of  Robert,  a  question  might  arise  whether  I  should  be  ea- 
titted  to  look  at  it,  with  a  view  to  ascertain  what  lands  the 
latter  proposed  to  pass  by  the  description  Duchy  landa 
By  his  own  will,  Robert  has  made  an  express  devise,  which 
is  to  include  every  thing  in  the  shape  of  Duchy  lands  of 
which  he  then  had,  or  might  thereafter  have,  power  to  dis- 
pose; and  to  interpret  what  he  meant  by  Duchy  land^  he  has 
told  me  that  Trewennack  is  one  of  them«  Every  portion 
of  Trewenriack  was  held  by  him  under  one  and  the  same 
title  with  the  other  Duchy  lands  in  question.  There  iz  no 
distinotion  between  them;  and  a  case  of  election  arising  as 
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to  TTewennack,  it  arises  equally  as  to  the  other  Duchy 
lands  in  question. 

I  must,  therefore,  hold  that  the  Defendant,  having  taken 
the  benefit  of  the  devise  to  him  of  the  TV^ome  estate, 
vas  bound  to  confirm  the  will  as  to  the  Duchy  lands  to  the 
extent  to  which  he  was  able  to  confirm  it,  that  is,  only  during 
his  life;  and  the  deed  he  has  executed  must  be  construed 
aooordingly. 
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The  result  is,  that  the  question  must  be  answered  in 
&vour  of  the  Plaintiff 

Mr.  MaZvM,  Q.  C,  asked,  that^  as  the  question  was  one 
of  B<»ne  difiSculty,  each  side  might  bear  its  own  costs.  The 
case  was  like  an  administration  suit 

The  YiCB-CHANCistLOB. — The  circumstance  of  the  ques- 
tion being  raised  upon  a  special  case  does  not  alter  the 
principle  that  the  successful  party  should  get  his  costs.  It 
is  not  a  question  of  conduct;  each  party  fairly  claims 
what  he  thinks  he  is  entitled  to.  Nor  is  it  like  an  ad- 
ministration suit    The  costs  must  follow  the  result 


Dbclabk,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  the  party  entitled  to  the  lands  and 
hereditaments  parcel  of  the  ancient  Duchy  of  CamwaU  mentioned  in 
the  special  case*    The  Plaintiff  to  haye  his  costs. 


MintUeof 
Dwret, 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


jfjgut,^md,  LEEDHAM  t;.  CHAWNER 

TViiiteef—     ijY  an  indenture,  dated  1816,  being  the  settlement  made 

Trutt^CMtmi  ui  Contemplation  of  the  marriage  of  Rupert  Chcuwner, 

^JJJj^^^  Bince  deceased,  and  Judith  his    wife,    real   estate  was 

matrrtdhjt-  limited  to  the  use  of  Rupert  Chawner  for  life,  with  re- 

whether  any 

Limfor,  <m    mainder  to  the  use  of  Judith  for  life,  with  remainder  to 

*'**'_ilf*^'  the  use  of  trustees  named  Cope  and  Hide,  and  their  heiis, 

^^■^J^^^  upon  trust,  to  sell,  and  to  stand  possessed  of  the,  moneys 

of  tenant  for     arising  from  the  sale  in  trust  for  the  children  of  the 

prior  legal       marriage,  equally  to  be  divided  amongst  thenu 

estate— i7e2d; 
not  to  have 

any  Hen  upon       Rupert  Chawner  died  in  1828. 

the  property-        *■ 
in  respect  of 

alK>rtiTe  mIo  There  were  three  children  of  the  marriage,  viz.  Oeorget 
^^    EUzaheth,asidMary. 

the  tenancy 
for  life,  or  of 

pioceedings  After  her  husband's  death,  and  when  her  children  were 

af^'andki  ^  ^ui  juris,  JudUh  Chovmer,  the  tenant  for  life,  and 
equity  m  re-     Q^y^}^  q£  i^q^  children  executed  several  mortgages  of  their 

ferenoe  thereto,  -o-^^ 

notwithstand-  respective  interests  under  the  settlement,  Jud4ih  joining 
i?BB  attempted  with  her  children  in  each  of  their  incumbrancea 

upon  the 
solicitation  of 

^etenuitfor  ^ft^r  this  the  daughters  intermarried,  Elizabeth  with 

the' consent  the  Defendant  Thomas  Beivnett,  ITory  with  the  Defendant 

^^?by  Joseph  Chambers:  a  settlement  having  been  made  pre- 

rf  tiblJ'lS^  viously  to  the  marriage  of  each  daughter,  by  which  her 

que  trust,  one  ghare  in  the  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  indenture  of 

of  whom  was  , 

sui  juriik  the  1816  was  settied,  subject  to  the  incumbrance  executed  by 
others,  who  ^^^>  ^T^^  ^Tust  for  herself  for  life,  to  her  separate  vee, 
^^*bdM    ^i^^^*  power  of  anticipation,  with  remainder  over. 

settled  to  their 

without  power       Subsequentiy,  in  July  1855,  the  mortgages  being  in 

of  antidpation. 
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anear,  a  suit  was  instituted  by  the  several  incumbrancers  i8d8. 
against  Judith  Chawner,  George  Chawner,  BeTmett  and 
Elizabeth  his  wife,  Charnbera  and  Mary  his  wife,  the  trus- 
tees Cope  and  HidCj  and  the  trustees  of  the  daughters* 
settlements,  praying  that  Judith's  life  estates  in  the  several 
hereditaments  comprised  in  the  settlement  of  1816,  and 
the  remainder  in  fee  legally  vested  in  the  trustees  upon 
the  trusts  of  that  indenture,  might  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds 
applied  in  payment  of  the  amounts  owing  to  the  Flaintiffi 
respectively  upon  their  securities,  according  to  their  pri- 
orities, and  having  regard  to  their  estates  and  interests  in 
the  said  securities  respectively  comprised. 

The  trustees^  Cope  and  Hide,  by  their  answer  in  this  suit, 
claimed  to  have  a  hea  upon  the  hereditaments  comprised 
in  the  settlement  of  1816,  in  respect  of  certain  costs, 
charges^  and  expenses  sdleged  to  have  been  incurred  by 
them  in  an  abortive  sale  which  they  had  attempted  to 
make  of  the  premises  before  the  institution  of  the  suit, 
and  of  certain  proceedings  instituted  against  them  at  law 
and  in  equity  by  ihe  purchaser  in  reference  to  such  sale. 

By  the  decree  made  on  the  hearing  of  the  cause  in  May, 
1857,  the  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  settlement  of 
1816  were  ordered  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  to  be  paid 
into  the  Bank  to  the  credit  of  the  cause.  And  an  inquiry 
was  directed,  whether  the  Defendants,  Cope  and  Hide,  as 
trustees  of  the  settlement  of  1816,  had  properly  incurred 
any  and  what  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  with  reference 
to  any  and  what  attempted  sale  of  the  premises,  or  in 
respect  of  any  and  what  suit  or  actions  relating,  thereto, 
and  whether  they  had  properly  paid  any  and  whftt  amount 
of  cosii  to  the  Plaintiff  in  such  actions;  and  whether  such 
sale  was  attempted  with  the  consent  or  by  the  direction  of 
any  and  which  of  the  parties  to  this  siut 
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1858.  In  reference  to  this  inquiry,  the  Chief  Clerlr  certified  to 

the  following  efiect : — 

In  January,  1849,  JvdUh,  being  then  tenant  for  life  of 
the  premises,  and  both  her  daughters  being  then  married, 
as  already  mentioned.  Cope  and  Hide,  as  trustees  of  the 
settlement  of  1816,  on  the  solicitation  of  Judith,  and  with 
the  consent  and  approbation  and  by  the  direction  of  JudWi 
Ghavmer,  Oeorge  Oha/umer,  Bennett  and  Elizabeth  his  wife, 
and  Chambers  and  Many,  his  wife,  caused  the  premises  to 
be  offered  for  sale  by  auction,  when  4928{.  was  bid  on  be- 
half of  Sir  Oswald  Moaley,  who  afterwards  paid  4922. 16&, 
by  way  of  deposit,  to  the  credit  of  the  trustees  and  Judith, 
Objections  were  afterwards  taken  to  the  title  on  behalf  of 
Sir  Oswald,  upon  the  ground  that  the  trustees  were  not 
authorised  to  sell  the  property  during  the  life  of  JvdiA 
the  tenant  for  life,  and  two  actions  were  commenced  by  him 
against  them  for  breach  of  contract  In  the  same  year  he 
filed  a  bill  against  the  trustees  and  Judith,  for  delivery 
up  of  the  contract^  on  the  alleged  ground  of  fraud  aad 
misrepresentation,  praying  in  the  alternative  specific  per- 
formance, if  a  good  tiUe  could  be  mada  This  suit  was 
defended  by  the  trustees,  under  the  advice  of  eminent  coun- 
sel; and  by  the  decree  the  bill  was  dismissed,  but  without 
costs. 

Sir  Oswald  then  commenced  an  action  against  the  trus- 
tees to  recover  the  amount  of  the  deposit^  which  had  pre- 
viously been  expended  by  ihem  in  satis£Gu;tion  of  their 
costs  of  the  CShancery  suit,  of  the  attempted  sale,  of  the 
two  first-mentioned  actions  which  had  been  abandoned,  and 
of  taking  legal  opinions  as  to  their  liability  to  return  the 
deposit  The  action  was  tried  in  1851,  when  a  verdict  was 
given  for  the  Plaintiff.  The  Defendants  obtained  a  rale 
nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  jury  ought  to 
have  been  directed  to  find  in  their  favour ;  but  the  rule 
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was  afterwards  discharged  with  costs,  and  Sir  Oswald  ob-        1858. 
tained  judgment  for  the  amount  of  the  deposit  and  costs. 

It  further  appeared  by  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate,  that 
the  trustees  had  paid  out  of  their  own  moneys  700{.,  being 
the  amount  of  the  damages  and  costs  recovered  against 
them  by  Sir  Oavxdd;  and  that  the  costs,  charges,  and 
expenses  of  the  trustees  and  JvdUh,  incurred  in  and  about 
the  attempted  sale,  exclusive  of  the  subsequent  litigation, 
amounted  to  1042. ;  the  costs,  &a,  in  defending  the  suit  in 
Ghanceiy,  to  3312. ;  Sir  Osuxdd'a  costs  in  the  action  paid 
by  the  trustees,  to  2032,  13s. ;  and  the  trustees'  costs  in 
defending  the  abandoned  actions  and  taking  legal  opinions^ 
to  572. 16s. 

At  the  request  of  the  parties,  the  question,  whether  the 
costs,  charges,  and  expenses  incurred  by  the  Defendants 
Hide  and  Cope,  or  any  and  what  part  thereof,  had  been 
properly  incxurred,  was  adjourned  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Court  when  the  cause  should  come  on  for  ftirther  con- 
sideration. 

By  the  minutes  prepared  for  the  order  on  further  con- 
nderation,  it  was  proposed  to  take  an  order  to  the  effect 
that  the  fund  in  court,  arising  from  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  the  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  settlement  of 
1816,  should  be  divided  into  three  equal  shares ;  and  that 
one  of  such  third  shares,  being  the  value  of  JudUk'a  life 
estate  in  the  premises,  should  be  carried  over  to  the 
account  of  JudHh  and  her  incumbrancers ;  and  that  the 
remaining  two  of  such  third  shares  should  be  divided  into 
three  equal  parts,  and  that  such  three  parts  should  be  car^ 
lied  over,  one  to  the  account  of  each  of  her  children  and 
his  or  her  incumbrancers ;  and  that  the  costs  of  the  suit 
should  be  paid  out  of  such  shares. 

Upon  the  cause  now  coming  on  for  further  consideratioq — 
VOL*  rv.  H  H 
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Mr.  Bi/i'd,  for  the  Pkdntifis,  contended,  that  the  trustees 
Cope  and  Bide  must  bear  the  loss  occasioned  by  their  own 
breach  of  trust  in  attempting  to  sell  the  property  com- 
prised in  the  indenture  of  1816  before  the  death  of  Judith 
the  tenant  for  life,  citing  Rahy  v.  Ridehalgh(a),  Booth  v. 
Booth{b),  and  Caffrey  v.  Darby (c), 

Mr.  E.  E.  Kay  for  all  the  Defendants  except  the  trustees 
Cope  and  Hide,  supported  the  same  contention : — 

Cope  and  Hide  could  have  no  lien  upon  Judith's  share, 
for  they  were  not  trustees  for  her,  she  having  a  prior  legal 
estate  for  life;  nor  could  they  have  any  lien  upon  the 
shares  of  their  oestuis  que  trusty  for,  of  the  latter,  two  at 
the  time  of  the  sale  were  married  women  without  power 
of  anticipating  their  separate  estates;  and  although  the 
third  was  sui  juris,  his ''  consent^  approbation,  and  direction '' 
were  confined  to  his  own  share. 


Mr.  RoU,  Q-  C.,  and  Mr.  Eddie  for  the  Defendants  Cope 
and  Hide,  contended,  that  the  costs,  charges,  and  expenses 
mentioned  in  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate  had  been  properly 
incurred,  or  at  any  rate  they  must  be  taken  to  have  been 
so  as  against  Judith  who  had  solicited  them  to  sell  the 
property,  and  her  children  who  had  joined  with  her  in 
'<  consenting  to,  approving,  wnd  directmg'*  the  sale,  and 
consequently  as  against  the  Plaintifi  who  claimed  under 
those  parties  respectively. 

But  in  any  event  Judith  and  Oeorge,  who  were  sui 
juris  and  directed  the  sale,  knowing  all  the  while  that 
married  women  were  interested,  who  oould  not  authorise 
a  valid  sale,  were  liable  to  make  good  the  loss  in  which 
the  trustees,  upon  the  solicitation  of  Judith  and  by  the 
direction  of  her  and  Oeorge,  had  been  involved.    Persons 

(a)  7  D.  M.  G.  104.  (6)  1  Beav.  125.  (c)  6  Ves.  494. 
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soliciting  or  directing  others  to  do  an  act  which  is  a  breach 
of  trusty  for  their  benefit,  are  bound  to  indemnify  those 
whom  they  mislead  against  the  loss  they  occasion. 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 


1858. 

Lbbdham 

r. 
Chawnxs. 

AiyumeuL 


Vicb-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood: — 

This  is  a  hard  case,  no  doubt,  for  the  trustees ;  but  I  see 
no  way  to  help  them  out  of  the  difficulty  in  which  they 
have  allowed  themselves  to  be  placed 

The  &ct8  are  these : — ^The  estate,  the  proceeds  of  which 
are  now  in  question,  stood  limited  to  the  use  of  Judith 
Cha/wner  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  trustees,  the  Messrs. 
Cope  and  HiU,  upon  trust  to  sell  and  to  divide  the  pur- 
chase^noney  among  her  three  children,  Oeorge  Cha/umer 
and  his  two  sisters,  both  of  them  married  women,  having 
their  shares  settled  to  their  separate  use,  without  power  of 
anticipation.  In  this  state  of  things,  and  when  only  one 
of  their  oestuis  que  trust  was  sui  juris,  the  tenant  for  life, 
being  desiroufi  to  dispose  of  her  life  interest,  solicits  the 
trustees  to  sell  the  estate  ;  and  Oeorge  Chawner  as  to  his 
share,  and  the  two  married  ladies  and  their  husbands  as  to 
their  respective  shares,  consented,  approved,  and  directed 
the  sale.  The  finding  of  the  certificate  is,  that  the  sale 
was  attempted  "  upon  the  solicitation  "  of  the  tenant  for 
life,  and  "  with  the  consent  and  approbation  and  by  the 
direction  "  of  the  cestuis  que  trust  That  sale  having  been 
attempted  by  the  trustees  at  a  time  when  they  were  not 
authorised  to  sell  the  property,  proceedings  were  instituted 
against  them,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  by  the  purchaser. 
Attempts  were  made  by  the  trustees,  acting  under  the 
advice  of  eminent  counsel,  to  protect  themselves  against 
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these  proceedings,  but  the  purchaser  eventually  recovered 
his  deposit ;  and,  in  the  end,  a  veiy  serious  loss  was  sus- 
tained  by  the  trustees,  in  respect  of  the  costs,  charges,  and 
expenses  attending  the  sale  and  the  proceedings  so  insii* 
tuted  against  them. 


The  question  is,  whether  the  trustees  have  now  a  lien 
upon  the  trust  fund,  arising  from  the  subsequent  sale  of 
the  property  by  the  order  of  the  Courts  in  respect  of  those 
costs,  charges,  and  expenses. 

Now,  with  respect  to  the  tenant  for  life  and  her  interest 
in  the  fund,  her  position  is  this :  She  was  the  acting  party 
throughout  in  regard  to  the  attempted  sale  of  the  property. 
The  sale  was  attempted  upon  her  solicitation ;  and  by  her 
conduct  in  the  matter  she  incurred  a  decided  moral,  and 
perhaps  a  legal  obligation.  But  the  question  for  me  to  de- 
termine is,  whether  the  trustees  can  retain  out  of  her  share 
of  the  trust  fund  produced  by  the  subsequent  sale  of  the 
property,  that  which  she  may  be  under  a  l^al  obligBr 
tion  to  make  good  to  them.  It  is  clear,  that,  so  jGeo*  as 
regards  her  interest  in  the  property, — she  having  a  legal 
estate  for  life  in  it  independently  of  her  trustees — ^the 
trustees  have  no  lien  upon  the  fimd.  If  things  had  re- 
mained in  their  present  position  for  six  years,  until  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  had  nm,  the  trustees  could  not  have 
filed  their  bill  to  establish  a  lien  upon  her  life  interest 
As  against  the  tenant  for  life,  they  have  nothing  beyond  a 
possible  right  of  contribution.  Her  estate  was  an  estate  at 
law.  1^6  trustees  were  in  no  way  trustees  for  her,  and 
they  can  have  no  lien  upon  her  share  in  the  purchase- 
money. 


Then,  as  regards  the  cestuis  que  trust  and  their  interest 
in  the  fund,  it  is  scarcely  arguable  that  the  married  women 
should  be  held  liable  in  respect  of  the  costs  incurred  by  the 
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trastee&  There  is  no  averment  of  any  fraad  or  oonoealment 
on  their  part  And,  as  against  them,  the  case  of  the  trustees 
amounts  simply  to  this,  that  they  have  taken  advantage  of 
tbat  fieu^ility,  which  trustees  so  often  exhibit  in  consenting, 
at  the  solicitation  of  their  cestuis  que  trust,  to  do  acts 
which  the  latter  have  no  power  to  authorise,  notwithstand- 
ing the  certainty,  that,  if  there  be  the  slightest  irregularity 
in  the  acts  so  done  upon  such  solicitation,  the  veiy  persons 
who  have  led  them  astray,  will  be  the  first  to  turn  against 
them,  and  to  indemnify  themselves  at  their  expense — a  cer- 
tamty  as  to  which  all  one  can  say  is,  that,  perhaps,  it  is  de- 
sirable, as  being  the  best  safeguard  against  breaches  of 
tnoist 


185S. 
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However,  as  regards  the  two  ladies,  who  are  married 
women,  and  who,  although  they  have  life  estates  to  their 
separate  use,  have  no  power  of  anticipation,  it  is  clear  that 
I  cannot  fix  them  is^ith  any  liability  in  respect  of  the 
costs  in  question.  And  the  only  question  admitting  of 
argument  is,  whether  George  Chawner,  who  was  sui  juris, 
can  be  held  liable. 


Now,  as  regards  George  Chawner,  all  that  is  found  by 
the  certificate  is,  that  he  "consented,  approved,  and 
directed  the  sala''  And,  as  r^ards  ''  directing,"  it  is  too 
much  to  say,  that,  because  he  took  that  course,  knowing  the 
shares  of  his  sisters  to  be  settled  in  the  way  I  have  de- 
scribed, he  has,  in  effect,  guaranteed  the  trustees  against 
the  loss  they  have  sustained  in  consequence  of  those  shares 
being  so  settled  Had  there  been  any  firaud  practised  by 
George  Chawner,  or  any  attempt  on  his  part  to  mislead 
the  trustees,  it  might  have  been  otherwise^  But  it  was  no 
&iilt  of  his  that  the  sale  fell  through.  It  fell  through, 
because  his  sisters'  shares  were  settled — a  fact  which  the 
trustees  knew  as  well  as  he  did.  His  consent,  approval, 
and  direction  amount,  in  effect,  as  it  seems  to  me,  to  no 
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more  than  saying,  "  I  am  perfectly  ready  to  sell  my  share, 
if  you,  the  trustees,  can  see  your  way  to  selling  those  of 
my  sisters/'  And  it  follows  that  in  his  case,  as  well  as  in 
the  case  of  his  sisters,  and  in  that  of  the  tenant  for  life»  I 
must  hold  that  there  is  no  lien  created. 


The  fund  in  court  will  be  divided  into  the  shares,  and 
carried  over  to  the  several  accounts,  proposed  in  the  minutea 


MimUtof 
Order, 


Dbclabb,  that  the  Defendants  Cope  and  Hide  have  no  lien  upon 
the  fund  in  court  in  respect  of  the  costs,  chai^ges,  and  ezpeiues 
mentioned  in  the  Chief  Clerk*s  certificate.  Then,  an  order  according 
to  the  minutes.  The  trustees  to  pay  their  own  costs  of  the  inqniiy 
xelatiye  to  such  costs,  charges,  and  expenses. 


Ordered  accordingly. 
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LLOYD  v.  ADAMS.  ^^  ^^^ 

On  the  24th  of  August  1857,  the  Defendant  commenced  ^^^^^J^ 
an  action  against  the  Plaintifib  for  entering  his  close  and    ^MotUm  to 
digging  and  oanying  away  minerala     On  the  22nd  of  De-  i^y^  Amwer 
cember  the  Defendant  delivered  his  declaration.    On  the      --^y- 
18th  of  February,  the  PlaintifiEB  having  pleaded  obtained  A  Plalntifr 

1  ,  1-  .  .  ,  .  ,       ^  filing  a  bUl  for 

leave  to  deliver  interrogatories;    and,    on    the    19th  of  disooveryin 
February^  interrogatories  were  delivered  accordingly.  ^c«^t»  Lf  ^ 

action  at  law 
is  at  liberty, 

On  the  2nd  of  March  the  Defendant  obtained  an  order  after  filing 
for  ten  days  further  time  to  answer  the  Plainti£&'  interroga-  to  mo^to"*** 
toriea    On  the  12th  of  March  a  like  order  for  ten  days  S^g^" 
further  time.    And  on  the  22nd,  another  order  for  an  addi-  ^^i<"^  without 

waiting  for  an 

tional  ten  days  for  the  like  purpose.  answer,  or 

even  for  the 
expiration  of 

Affidavits  having  at  length  been  sworn  by  the  Defendant  ^^^'^Jer 
in  answer  to  the  Plaintiffis'  interrogatories,  the  Plaintifis,  on  the  old  prac- 
ihe  8th  of  May,  obtained   a   rule  for  the  Defendant  to      ^^^^j^  ^o 
show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  orally  examined,  or  file  stay  trial  of  an 

action  until 

better  affidavits ;  but^  on  the  11th  of  June,  that  rule  was  answer  to  such 

j:    1  1  a  bill  refttsed 

discharged,  on  the  ground 

of  delay  and 
the  nearness  of 

Under  these  circumstances,  on  the  22nd  of  June,  eleven  days  the  trial,  not- 
after  the  rule  had  been  discharged,  the  Plaintiffs  filed  their  the  bill  was 
bill  for  discovery  in  aid  of  their  defence  to  the  action.     On  ^^^  afterdis- 
the  25th  of  June  the  Defendant  appeared  to  the  Plamtiflb'  ^^^°[j^ 
bill    And  on  the  28th  of  June  interrogatories  for  the  ex-  fondant  to 

shoi^  cause 

amination  of  the  Defendant  in  answer  to  the  bill  were  why  he  should 
served  on  the  Defendant's  solicitors.  exL^S^r^ 

file  a  better 
affidavit,  and  notwithstanding  notice  of  motion  was  given  before  the  ex^Mration  of  the  time  to 
answer  the  bill. 
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and  notice  of  trial  was  given  for  the  next  assizes  for  the 
county  of  Stafford. 


StalemaU, 


On  the  10th  of  July  the  Plaintiffw  gave  notice  of  motion 
for  the  next  seal  (the  14th  of  July)  to  stay  the  trial  of  ihe 
actioD. 

On  the  12th  of  July  the  time  to  answer  the  Flaintifb' 
interrogatories  expired ;  and  on  the  same  day  the  Defend* 
ant  applied  by  summons  for  a  month's  time  to  put  in  his 
answer.  The  summons  was  directed  to  stand  over  until 
after  the  motion  for  an  injunction. 

On  the  16th  of  July  the  motion  was  heard. 

It  appeared  that  the  commission  day  for  the  next  assises 
for  the  county  of  Stafford  was  fixed  for  the  following  day 
(the  17th  of  July). 

It  appeared,  by  the  bill,  that^  as  early  as  April,  1853, 
there  had  been  similar  litigation  going  on  between  the 
Plaintifb  and  parties  in  the  same  interest  with  the  De- 
fendant, in  reference  to  lands  immediately  adjoining  the 
Defendant's  close. 

The  Flainti&'  case  was  supported  by  the  usual  affidavits 
as  to  the  merits. 


Argument.         Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Speed  in  support  of  the 
motion: — 

Had  this  application  been  made  under  the  old  practice 
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previoudy  to  the  Cbanceiy  Jurisdiction  Improvement 
Act  (a),  the  Defendant  not  having  put  in  an  answer  within 
dght  days  after  appearing  to  the  bill,  the  Plaintiffi  would 
have  been  entitled  to  the  common  injunction,  as  of  course. 
The  only  question  ib,  whether  the  new  practice  has  deprived 
them  of  that  right — ^whether,  under  the  new  practice,  they 
are  not  entitled,  upon  making  the  usual  a0Sdavit  as  to  the 
merits,  to  what  is  analogous  to '  the  common  injunction 
untQ  the  answer  of  the  Defendant  has  been  put  in. 


1858. 
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In  reference  to  this  question,  it  has  been  held  by  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  consulting  two  other  judges,  that 
the  58th  section  of  the  Act  was  not  meant  to  deprive  a 
Flainti£^  under  circumstances  like  the  present,  of  his  right 
to  have  an  injunction  analogous  to  the  common  injunction  : 
it  was  simply  meant  to  provide,  that  he  is  not  to  have  it 
merely  as  of  course,  but  only  upon  affidavit  of  the  merits, 
in  the  same  manner  as  a  special  injunction.  It  was  not 
the  intention  of  the  Act  to  abolish  the  common  injunction 
in  principle,  but  only  to  place  it  on  a  new  footing.  ^  The 
58th  section  does  not  destroy  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  the 
benefit  of  a  discoveiy  in  aid  of  his  defence  to  an  action  at 
law;  it  does  not  assimilate  the  practice  completely  and 
entirely  to  that  in  special  injunctions,  but  '  so  &r  only  as 
the^  nature  of  the  case  will  admit,"  that  is,  the  common 
injunction  is  not  now  to  be  obtained  merely  on  the  Defen- 
dant's defSekult,  as  formerly,  but  a  prim&  facie  case  must  be 
stated  in  the  bill,  and  be  supported  by  affidavit  (&) :'"  and 
here  that  has  been  done. 

The  Plaintifib,  therefore,  are  entitied  to  an  injunction 
until  the  Defendant  shall  have  answered  their  interroga- 
toriea      ''Any  other  course  would  practically  prevent  a 


(a)  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86.  in  Senior  v.  PrUchardj  16  Beav. 

(a)  Per  Sir  J.  BotniUyy  M.R.,     476. 
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Defendant  at  law  from  obtaining  the  benefit  of  a  discovery 
in  such  cases ""  (a). 

It  is  true  that  this  application  is  made  on  the  eve  of  the 
trial,  but  the  delay  has  not  been  the  fault  of  the  Plaintifi. 
No  time  was  lost  by  them  in  filing  their  bill ;  for,  until  the 
11th  of  June,  when  the  rule  was  discharged,  they  could 
not  foresee  what  discovery  they  might  obtain  firom  the 
Defendant ;  and  that  order  having  been  discharged  on  the 
llih  of  June,  they  filed  their  bill  on  the  22nd.  Nor  has 
there  been  any  delay  on  their  part  since  their  bill  was 
filed,  for  the  time  to  answer  only  expired  on  the  12th  of 
July,  and  on  the  10th,  notice  of  motion  was  given  for  the 
first  seal  day  after  the  time  to  answer  had  expired. 

[They  cited  also  Fitzgerald  v.  BuU  (b),  and  Hclme  v. 
Brown  (c).] 

Mr.  BoU,  Q.  G,  and  Mr.  Druce,  for  the  Defendant,  were 
not  heard. 


Jvdgmmi.       ViCB-CHANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PAGE  WOOD  : — 

Looking  to  the  conduct  of  the  Plainti&  in  this  case,  the 
delay  which  has  intervened,  and  the  time  at  which  the 
application  is  made,  it  is  impossible  for  me  to  grant  the 
motion,  so  far  as  it  seeks  to  stay  the  trial  of  the  action. 

The  action  was  commenced  as  long  since  as  last  August ; 
besides  which  it  appears  by  the  bill  that  previously,  and  as 
far  back  as  April,  1853,  there  had  been  similar  litigation 


(a)  PerSir,/.liww%,M.R.,Ibid.         (ft)  9  Hare,  Appendix,  Ixv. 
(c)  Id.  xxix. 
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between  the  Plaiutifib  and  parties  in  the  same  interest  with 
the  Defendant^  with  reference  to  lands  immediately  adjoin- 
ing the  piece  of  land  now  in  question.  In  August,  1857, 
the  action  is  brought ;  in  December  the  Defendant  delivers 
his  declaration ;  and  from  that  time,  although  it  was  per- 
fectly dear  that  it  was  a  most  hostile  case,  nothing  is  done 
by  the  Plainttfib  with  the  view  of  staying  the  Defendant's 
proceedings  until  the  10th  of  July,  when  the  notice  of 
motion  is  served.  Having  slept  so  long  upon  their  rights, 
the  Plainti£Es  cannot  be  allowed  to  come  now,  when  the 
Defendant  is  on  the  eve  of  trial,  and  all  is  ready  for  the 
trial  of  the  action,  for  the  purpose  of  staying  his  pro- 


1858. 


It  was  said,  that,  down  to  the  11th  of  June,  when  the 
role  was  diachaiged,  the  Plaintiffs  could  not  foresee  what 
discovery  they  might  obtain  at  law.  But  the  deficiency  of 
such  discovery  has  been  matter  for  complaint — whether 
well  or  ill  founded  I  need  not  say — ever  since  I  have  sat 
here.  The  Plaintiffs  should  have  been  prepared  for  that 
result,  and  should  have  been  ready  to  file  the  bill  imme- 
diately the  rule  was  discharged ;  instead  of  which  it  is  not 
filed  for  nearly  a  fortnight  afterwards. 


JvdgmmL 


Then,  again,  there  is  further  delay  after  the  bill  is  filed 
The  bill  is  filed  on  the  22nd  of  June.  The  Defendant 
appears  on  the  25th,  and  this  notice  of  motion  is  not  served 
until  the  12th  of  July,  the  commission  day  being  ap- 
pointed for  the  17tL  It  was  said  that  the  Defendant  had 
not  put  in  an  answer  to  the  bill ;  but  he  had  appeared,  and 
interrogatories  had  been  filed.  And  a  Plaintiff  filing  a  bill 
for  discovery  in  aid  of  his  defence  to  an  action  at  law,  is  at 
liberty,  afler  filing  interrogatories,  to  move  to  stay  proceed- 
ings in  the  action,  without  waiting  for  an  answer,  or  even 
for  the  expiration  of  the  eight  days  allowed  under  the  old 
practice.    Here  the  Plaintiffs,  instead  of  taking  that  comrse. 
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1858.  have  allowed  nearly  three  weeks  to  elapse  since  the  appear- 
ance of  the  Defendant  to  the  bill ;  and,  under  these  circum- 
stances, to  grant  this  motion  to  stay  trial  would  be  to 
revive  some  of  the  worst  features  of  the  old  system  of  pro* 
cedure. 

So  far  from  assuming  that  the  motion  is  made  with  the 
bon&  fide  purpose  of  obtaining  the  discovery  prayed  by  the 
bill,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  having  regard 
to  the  delay  which  the  PlaintifiEs  have  allowed  to  intervene, 
I  must  assume  them  to  be  aware  that  they  will  get  nothing 
in  the  way  of  such  discovery,  and  that  their  real  object  is  to 
gain  time. 

I  must^  therefore,  refuse  the  motion  as  to  staying  the 
trial ;  but  there  will  be  the  common  injunction  staying 
execution  until  answer  and  further  order. 

Ordered  accordingly. 


Jme  9th,  12th, 


NEALE  V,  CRIPPS. 


Juritdictiim—  GrEOROE  NEALE,  deceased,  by  his  will,  in  1795,  devised 

^^^  a  fimn  and  lands  in  the  parish  of  Haresjidd,  in  the  county 

EMtauofTm.  ^f  GloucesUr,  to  his  godson  Charles  Neale  for  life,  with 

U^mtorutram,  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  successively  in  tail, 

i!!p^!le$t^X-  with  remainders  over. 

PlamHff 
daimmg  under 

TUUtuLwf.  Charles  Neale  died  in  1856,  having  had  six  sons,  of 
Injunction  to  whom  the  first  and  second  died  in  infistncy  and  without 
itoS^^      issue.    The  PlaintiflF  claimed  as  eldest  son  aud  heir  in  tail 

posMssion 

from  stripping  an  estate  of  timber,  granted  upon  motion  by  a  Plaintiff  claiming  under  a  title 

at  law. 
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of  tfie  third,  the  Defendants  claimed  through  the  fourth 
son  of  Charles  Neale. 

On  the  26th  of  April,  1858,  the  Plaintiff  commenced 
an  action  of  ejectment  in  respect  of  the  premises,  by  causing 
a  writ  of  ejectment  to  be  served  on  one  Ha/rria,  who,  on 
the  death  of  Charles  Neale,  had  attorned  tenant  to  the 
D^ndanta  On  the  1 2th  of  May,  the  Defendants  appeared 
to  the  writ  as  Defendants  to  the  action,  and  as  claiming  to 
be  entitled  to  the  estate. 


1858. 


Staiement, 


The  bill  prayed  that  the  Defendants  might  be  restrained 
firom  cutting  down  any  timber  or  timber-like  trees  stand- 
ing or  growing  on  the  estate,  and  from  removing  there- 
from or  disposing  of  any  timber  or  timber-like  trees  which 
might  already  be  cut^  and  from  committing  any  other 
waste  on  the  estate,  and  for  an  account 

By  an  affidavit  filed  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  it  was 
deposed  as  follows : — "  The  said  Defendants  have  lately 
caused  the  timber  and  timber-like  trees  on  the  said  estate 
to  be  cut  down,  and,  to  a  considerable  extent,  since  the 
said  action  of  ejectment  has  been  commenced,  and  they 
are  proceeding  to  cause  the  remainder  of  the  trees  on  the 
said  estate  which  are  of  any  value  to  be  eat  down ;  and  the 
said  Defendants  or  their  said  solicitors  have  cut  down  the 
timber  standing  on  the  said- estate  in  such  manner  and  to 
such  extent  as.  nearly  to  strip  the  land  of  all  trees  and 
timber-like  trees  thereon  of  any  value;  and  I  believe  that 
the  said  Defendants  have  cut  down  the  said  timber,  and 
are  proceeding  to  cut  down  the  remainder  thereof,  for  the 
express  purpose  of  wasting  the  value  of  the  property  of 
the  Plaintiff  in  the  said  estate,  and  with  intent  to  defraud 
the  Plaintiff  of  his  just  right  in  the  said  estate;  for  the  way 
in  which  the  said  timber  is  cut  is  so  destructive,  that  it 
cannot  be  referred  to  any  fair  act  of  ownership." 
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Mr.  Langworthy  now  moved,  ex  parte,  for  an  injunction, 
as  prayed  by  the  bill,  submitting  that  the  acts  complained 
of  were  destructive  and  malicious,  and  such  as  no  bon& 
fide  owner  would  do:  and  he  cited  dicta  of  the  Yioe-C!han- 
cellor  in  £aH  Talbot  v.  ffope  8cott(fL),  to  show  that  flagrant 
acts  of  such  a  character  would  be  restiained  befoone  judg^ 
ment^  notwithstanding  the  reluctance  of  the  Court  to  inter- 
fere in  &vour  of  a  Plaintiff  who  was  out  of  possession,  and 
claiming  under  a  title  at  law. 


The  Vicb^-Chancsllob,  after  reading  the  extract  from 
the  affidavit^  granted  an  interim  injunction  until  the  14th 
of  June,  in  terms  of  the  prayer  of  the  bill;  with  leave  to 
serve  notice  of  motion  for  the  12th:  the  Plaintiff  under- 
taking to  be  answerable  for  damagea 


June  nth.  Notice  of  motiou  for  an  injunction  in  terms  of  the 
prayer  having  been  served  on  the  same  day  pursuant  to 
this  order,  and  the  Defendants  not  appearing,  Mr.  Lang- 
worthy  now  moved  for  an  order,  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  notice  of  motion. 


Ju^ment.      YiCE-ChA17CELL0B  SiR  W.  PaGE  WoOD  : — 

I  remember  the  acts  of  waste  deposed  to  in  the  affidavit 
As  notice  of  motion  has  been  served,  and  the  Defendants 
have  not  appeared,  you  are  entitled  to  an  injunction  until 
the  hearing  or  until  further  order. 

Ordered  aooordinglj. 
(a)  Supra,  p.  96. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  475. 

1858. 


NORTON  V.  NICHOIA  j^  12a  cf 

T13A 
HE  Plainiiff  claimed  to  be  the  proprietor  of  a  new  and     Copyngkt^ 
original  design  for  shawls,  known  in  the  trade  as  the  '^p^^i^^ 
"lUntilla  Shawl/'  roistered  nnder  the  Act  6  &  6  Vict.        ^• 
a  100;  and  to  be  entitled,  by  virtue  of  the  Act  and  of  such  The  provi- 
r%istration»  to  the  copyright  of  the  design,  and  the  sole  Copyright  of 
right  to  apply  the  same  to  shawls  for  three  years  from  the  fg^^J  ^^ 
date  of  r^istration;  and  he  prayed,  by  his  bill,  that  the  VicLo.  100, 
Defisndants  might  be  restrained  from  making  any  mantilla  to  furnuhing 
shawl  having  applied  thereto  the  Plaintiff's  registered  de-  ^  D^^^th 
sign  in  fraudulent  imitation  thereof,  or  any  shawl  of  the  pop»»i^™j^- 
Plaintiff's  registered  design,  or  of  any  design  beii^  an  imi-  of  the  design 
tation  thereof  and  from  in  any  way  pirating  or  infring-  previoiulyto 
ing  such  design ;  and  for  consequential  relie£  tn^^l^ 

to  have  been 

On  the  25th  of  November,  1857,  the  Plamtiff  obtained  ^^^y^ 
an  interim  order  for  an  injunction,  and  on  the  9th  of  Wmwitha 

.  ,  apecimenof  the 

December  an  injunction  until  the  hearing.  article  itaeif 

to  which  the 
design  was  ap- 

On  the  9th  of  Jime,  1858,  the  Defendants  moved  to  dis-  pUed. 
solve  the  injunction,  but  the  motion  was  ordered  to  stand    Ji^mcImni— 
over  until  the  hearing.  AcSu^^k^ 

Homto  SuobH 

Upon  the  12th  of  July  the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard.  costs. 

In  asnit  to 
^  restrain  an  al- 

The  Defendants  did  not  dispute  the  novelty  of  the  de-  leged  infringe, 
sign,  but  submitted,  that  it  had  not  been  duly  registered  ^^  wpynght 
as  required  by  the  Acts  relating  to  the  copyright  of  de-  ^^J^^^"" 
signs — ^being  the  ground  upon  which  they  had  previously  the  Act  5  &  6 
moved  to  dissolve  the  injunction.  the  Defendant 

does  not  lose 
Us  right  to  reqnire  the  Plaintiff  to  establish  his  title  in  an  action  at  law,  although  he  delays 
^g  80  until  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  and  has  previously  moved  to  dissolve  upon  a  ground 
which  cannot  be  maintained. 

Bat  Defendants  ordered  to  pav  the  oosts  of  motion  to  dissolve,  that  motion  being  useless 
whstever  nuKht  be  the  result  of  the  cause. 

VOL.  IV.  I   I 
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1858.  It  appeared  that  the  registrar  of  designs  had  roistered 

^J^^^!^     the  design  in  question  upon  being  furnished  with  speci- 

^,   «•  mens  of  the  shawl  itself,  and  without  being  furnished  with 

Nichols.  ^ 

any  other  copy,  drawing,  prints  or  descnption. 


Argumau.         Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Bdgshawe,  jun.,  appeared  for 
the  Plaintiff 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Webster,  for  the  Defendants, 
contended, — 

First,  That  the  bill  should  be  dismissed.  The  15th  sec- 
tion of  the  Act  of  1842  (a)  was  express,  ''  That  the  registrar 
of  designs  shall  not  register  any  design  in  respect  of  any 
application  thereof  to  ornamenting  any  articles  of  manufac- 
ture or  substances,  unless  he  be  furnished  in  respect  of  each 
such  application  with  two  copies,  chuwings,  or  prirds  of 
such  design,'*  A  specimen  of  a  shawl  was  neither  a  copy, 
drawing,  nor  print  of  a  design;  nor  was  it  ''such  a  copy, 
drawing,  print,  or  description  in  writing  or  in  prints  as 
would  be  sufficient  to  identify  the  design,"  as  required  by 
the  1st  section  of  the  Designs  Act,  1850(6);  and  the  case 
did  not  £eJ1  within  the  11th  section  of  the  latter  Act^ 
which  is  confined  to  cases  where  copies^  drawings,  or  prints 
cannot  be  furnished,  or  it  is  unreasonable  or  unneoessaiy  to 
require  them.  Besides,  there  was  not  even  a  specification 
or  description  as  required  by  that  section. 

Secondly,  That,  at  all  events,  the  point  in  dispute  being 
a  legal  question,  the  Defendants  were  entitled  to  require  the 
Plaintiff  to  establish  his  title  in  an  action  at  law^ 

The  Yice-Chancellor  said,  he  was  of  opinion  that  the 
provisions  of  the  15th  section  of  the  Act  of  1842(c),  relative 
to  furnishing  the  registrar  of  designs  with  copies,  drawings, 

(a)  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  100.  15th  section  enacts  "that  the  re- 

(6)  13  &  14  Vict.  c.  104.  gistrar  of  designs  shall  not  reg»- 

(c)  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  100.     The      ter  any  design  in  respect  of  my 
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or  prints  of  the  design  to  be  registered,  had  in  this  case 
been  complied  with  by  furnishing  him  with  specimens  of 
the  shawl  itself;  and  that  no  objection  could  be  taken  on 
the  ground  of  the  design  not  being  duly  registered.  But 
upon  the  second  point  for  which  the  Defendants  contended 
he  would  hear  a  reply. 

Mr.  Bolt,  Q.  C,  in  reply,  contended,  that  the  injunction 
should  be  made  perpetual,  without  putting  the  Plaintiff  to 
establish  his  title  in  an  action  at  law.  The  Defendants  had 
failed  in  their  motion  to  dissolve,  and  had  allowed  the 
cause  to  go  on  to  a  hearing  without  asking  for  an  action. 
At  the  hearing  they  had  fSadled  in  the  only  objection  they 
had  raised  to  the  decree  asked  by  the  Plaintiff;  and  having 
regard  to  that  circumstance,  and  the  delay  which  had  inter- 
vened, they  were  now  too  late  to  ask  for  an  action. 

Judgment  reserved. 


1858. 

NOBTON 

Nichols. 
Argummi, 


Yice-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  : —  jn^  \m, 

I  have  considered  this  case  since  yesterday,  and  looking     •'«*'»»«»^- 
to  what  Lord   Ccttenham,  says  in  Bacon  v.  J(me8(a)j  I 
think  an  action  should  be  tried. 

In  Bacon  v.  JoTiee,  I  find  Lord  Cottenham,  who  cer- 
t^y  was  not  backward  to  uphold  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
Court,  making  these  observations  as  to  the  practice  in  re- 
gard to  injunctions  in  patent  cases.  He  says: — "When 
a  party  applies  for  the  aid  of  the  Courts  the  application  for 
an  injunction  is  made  either  during  the  progress  of  the 
suit  or  at  tlie  hearing;  and  in  both  cases,  I  apprehend. 


Application  thereof  to  ornament- 
ing any  articles  of  manuiactare 
or  substances,  unless  he  be  fur- 
nished in  respect  of  each  such 

Il2 


application  with  two  copies,  draw- 
ings, or  prints  of  such  design.** 
(a)  4  My.  &  Cr.  433. 
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JudgmetiL 


great  latitude  and  discretion  are  allowed  to  the  Conrt  in 
dealing  with  the  application.^'  Then,  after  describing  the 
courses  open  to  the  Court  when  the  application  is  for  an 
interlocutory  injunction,  he  proceeds  thus: — ^''When  the 
cause  comes  to  a  hearing,  the  C!ourt  has  also  a  large  latitude 
left  to  it;  and  I  am  &r  fix>m  saying  that  a  case  may  not 
arise  in  which,  even  at  that  stage,  the  Court  will  be  of 
opinion  that  the  injunction  may  properly  be  granted  with- 
out having  recourse  to  a  trial  at  law.  The  conduct  and 
dealings  of  the  parties,  the  frame  of  the  pleadings,  the 
nature  of  the  patent  rights  and  of  the  evidence  by  which  it 
is  established — these  and  other  drcumstanoes  may  com* 
bine  to  produce  such  a  result^  although  this  is  certainly  not 
very  likely  to  happen,  and  I  am  not  aware  of  any  case  in 
which  it  has  happ6ned"(a). 


Now,  considering  the  great  anxiety  shown  by  Lord  Cot- 
teTiham  upon  all  occasions  to  uphold  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  Courts  when  I  find  him  speaking  in  that  guarded 
manner  as  to  the  circumstances  under  which  the  Court 
may  be  justified  in  granting  an  injunction  at  the  hearmg 
without  having  recourse  to  a  trial  at  law,  and  adding,  that 
such  a  course  was  never  taken  in  any  case  of  which  he 
was  aware— I  think. I  cannot  say,  that^  in  the  case  before 
me,  if  the  Defendants  wish  for  an  action,  although  they 
have  deferred  asking  for  it  until  the  hearing,  and  until 
they  have  moved  to  dissolve  upon  a  ground  which  cannot 
be  maintained,  they  ought  not  now  to  have  an  opportu- 
nity of  making  their  application. 

The  bill  will  be  retained,  and  the  injunction  continued 
in  the  meantime,  upon  the  Plaintiff  undertaking  to  bring 
an  action. 


Mr.  Daniel  then  asked  that  the  costs  of  the  motion  to 
(a)  4  My.  &  Cr.  436. 
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disBoIve  might  be  costs  in  the  cause.  The  bill  mighty  after 
all,  be  dismissed  with  costs,  and  the  same  principle  applied 
as  in  SteveTia  v.  Keaivng(a). 

The  Yics-Chakce]  L0& — ^The  Defendants  having  first 
moyed  to  dissolve  the  injnnction,  and  then  asked  for  an 
action,  the  motion  becomes  a  simply  useless  motion,  and 
such  it  must  remain,  whatever  may  be  the  results  of  the 
cause.  The  costs  of  the  motion,  therefore,  must  be  borne 
bj  the  Defendants. 

(a)lM*N.&Gor.659. 


1858. 


Jmfgmmti. 


CRAMP  V.  PLAYFOOT. 


Jmlylti. 

Win— Con- 

strvctiotk^- 

Charity^ 

Mortmain — ^9 

Geo.  2,  e.  36. 


JOBN  CRAMP,  by  his  will,  in  1864,  devised  to  the  trus- 
tees for  the  time  being  of  the  Wealeyan  chapel  at  Lam" 
berhurst  and  their  heirs,  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  a 
school-room  and  offices  thereto,  a  piece  of  ground  lying  at 

the  east  end  of  the  said  chapeL     He  then  gave  to  his  exe-  for  the  ereotion 

cutors  the  sum  of  400t  "upon  trust,  that  they  should,  as  J^V^'J^" 

soon  as  conveniently  could  be  after  his  death,  lay  out  and  offices^foUowed 

expend  the  same,  or  such  part  thereof  as  might  be  neces-  400iLapon 

sary,  in  the  erection  of  a  school-room  and  requisite  offices  the'same^^r" 

on  the  said  piece  of  groimd  thereinbefore  given  for  that  J^^^^ 

purpose;  and,  in  case  any  part  of  the  said  400i.  should  might  be  ne- 

ii«  ji-t.      oesaary,  in  the 

not  be  expended  for  that  purpose,  he  directed  that  the  erection  of  a 
same  should  be  laid  out  in  and  towards  the  necessary  Lid*reqiSite 
repaiis  of  the  said  chapel,  at  the  discretion  of  the  trustees  ^^  ^^^^ 

thereof.  the  said  4002. 

should  not  be 
expended  for 
that  purpose,  the  same  to  be  laid  out  in  certain  repiurs — Hetd^  that  the  whole  bequest  vras  void 
under  the  statute  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36,  the  executors  not  haying  any  alternative,  the  first  trust  be- 
ing express,  but  to  apply  part  at  least  of  the  4002.  in  a  manner  forbidden  by  the  statute;  and, 
inaonuch  as  the  whole  of  so  small  a  sum  might  well  have  been  employed  in  building  a  school, 
so  inquiry  how  much  would  have  been  sufficient  for  that  purpose,  as  suggested  in  Chi^pmtm  v. 
Bmpn  (6  Ves.  404),  would  be  useless. 
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The  Plaintifil^  as  heir-at-lAw  and  one  of  the  next  of  kin 
of  the  testator,  filed  his  bill  against  the  trustees' of  the 
chapel  and  others,  praying  to  have  it  declared  which  of 
the  devises  and  bequests  in  the  will  were  void  as  being  for 
charitable  purposes;  and  that  his  rights  as  heir-at-law,  and 
the  rights  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator,  in  such  parts  of 
the  personal  estate  of  the  testator  as  were  not  well  be- 
queathed, might  be  ascertained  and  declared;  and  for  the 
usual  administration  decree. 


Arffwmeiu.         Mr.  BevW,  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  appeared 
for  the  Plamtiffi 


Mr.  W.  Hidop  Cla/rke,  for  the  trustees  of  the  chapel,  ad- 
mitted that  the  devise  of  land  for  the  school  was  void  by 
the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  9  Geo.  2,  a  36;  also,  that  the  be- 
quest of  the  400L,  had  it  been  simply  for  the  erection  of 
the  school-room  upon  the  land  comprised  in  the  said  devise, 
would  have  been  void  also :  Attarney-Oenerdl  v.  WhU- 
church(a),  and  Attomey-Oeneral  v.  Hmscmom(Jb).  Bat 
here  there  is  an  ulterior  bequest — **  in  case  any  part  of  the 
4002.  should  not  be  expended  in  the  erection  of  the  school, 
that  part  is  to  be  laid  out  in  repairs  of  the  chapel,"  which  is 
a  legitimate  object  Under  that  bequest^  whatever  is  not 
expended  upon  the  school,  must,  under  this  trusty  be  ap< 
plied  for  repairs.  If  the  executors  expend  nothing  upon 
the  school,  the  trustees  can  claim  the  whole  for  repairs. 
The  ulterior  bequest  is  not  to  Ml  because  the  prior  bequest 
cannot  take  effect  (c). 

[The  Attomey-Oenerdl  v.  Hodgson (d)  was  also  cited] 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 


(a)  3  Yes.  144. 

(b)  2  Jac.  &  Walk.  277. 

(c)  As  to  this,  see  Sir  William 


Orant  in  Chapman  v.  Bromm^  6 
Ves.  410. 

{d)  15  Sim.  146. 
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Yics-Chancixlob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  :—  i858. 

The  devise  of  the  land  is  clearly  bad ;  and  the  only  ques- 
tion is  as  to  the  bequest  of  the  400{. 

Now,  as  regards  the  bequest  of  the  400?.,  it  is  only  the 
surplus  of  that  sum  that  is  to  be  laid  out  in  repairs.  The 
executors  have  no  discretion  under  the  wilL  It  is  not  at 
their  option  to  spend  the  4002^  alternatively,  either  in  the 
erection  of  the  school-room  or  in  the  necessary  repairs  of 
the  chapeL  The  first  trust  is  absolute, — ''to  lay  out  and 
expend  the  same  '*  (the  whole  of  the  4002.),  "  or  such  part 
thereof  as  may  be  necessary,  in  the  erection  of  a  school- 
room and  the  requisite  offices."  And  it  is  only  as  to  "  any 
part  that  shall  not  be  so  expended ""  that  the  trust  for  re- 
pairs is  declared.  The  case  differs,  therefore,  fix>m  the 
class  of  cases  (a),  where,  trustees  having  a  discretion  to  apply 
a  bequest,  either  in  a  way  which  would  be  lawful  under 
the  statute,  or  in  a  way  which  the  statute  would  forbid,  the 
Court  has  upheld  the  gift  upon  the  ground  that  the  whole 
of  what  is  bequeathed  may  be  lawfully  applied.  Here,  if  the 
will  is  to  be  obeyed,  some  part  at  least  of  the  4002.  must  be 
applied  in  a  manner  forbidden  by  the  statute,  and  it  is  only 
the  surplus,  which,  according  to  the  will,  can  be  laid  out 
for  a  Intimate  purposa 

Nor  is  the  case  one  in  which  it  would  be  proper  to  direct 
such  an  inquiry  as  was  suggested  in  Chapman  v.  BrownQi), 
where,  the  bequest  being  for  building  or  purchasing  a  chapel 
and  other  purposes,  which  the  statute  prohibited,  and  if  any 
overplus,  then  for  such  charitable  uses  as  the  executors 
should  think  proper, — ^which,  standing  alone,  would  have 

(a)  Sorre9hyY.Hoains{91A<A.  Parsons  (8  Yes.  186),  and  see 
221),  Orimmett  v.  Orimmett  (1  Carter  v.  Green  (3  K.  k  J.  591). 
Amb.  212),  Attorney  General  v.  (6)  6  Ves.  404. 
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1858.  been  a  good  bequeBt^ — Sir  WiUiam  Ora/nt  said,  if  it  could 
have  been  reduced  to  any  certainty  how  much  would  have 
been  employed  by  the  executors  for  the  purposes  prohibited 
by  the  statute,  the  residue  ought  to  be  employed,  under  the 

"*^^"*"^'  latter  direction,  for  charitable  uses  generally.  And,  accord- 
ingly, he  considered  whether  that  could  be  ascertained  by 
reference  to  the  Master,  but  came  to  the  conclusion,  that^ 
under  the  circumstances  of  that  case,  it  could  not  Heie 
the  entire  amount  bequeathed  for  the  erection  of  the 
school-room  and  offices  does  not  exceed  400Z. ;  and  it  is 
dear  that  the  whole  of  that  sum  might  well  have  been 
employed  in  buQding  a  school  So  that^  in  this  case,  it 
would  be  useless  to  direct  such  an  inquiry  as  is  there 
suggested. 

It  occurred  to  me,  during  the  hearing,  that^  looking  to 
the  terms  of  the  trust  for  repairs^  it  might  possibly  be 
argued  that  the  case  was  within  the  principle  of  a  class 
which  I  have  now  under  consideration  in  Warren  ▼. 
IivdaU(fl),  and  of  which  Avdyn  v.  Ward(b)  is  an  instanca 
But  the  cases  are  distinct  Here  it  is  only  a  surplus  to 
which  the  ulterior  bequest  relatea 

There  must  be  a  declaration,  that  the  bequest  to  the 
executors  of  the  4002.  as  well  as  the  devise  to  the  tiustees 
of  the  land  for  a  school,  is  void  under  the  statute. 

Decree  accordingly. 
(a)  Reported  infr ji,  p.  608.  (h)  1  Yes.  sen.  420. 
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WHARTON  V.  BARKER  Apra2eth, 

j^  80«A,  ^  JWy 

JTETSR  MADDOCK,  by  his  wiU,  in  1821,  devised  and  /^rt. 

bequeathed  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects  to  ttntctum!^ 

his  executors,  upon  trust,  to  sell  and  convert  the  same  re-  ^^^^^1^ 

spectively,  and  to  stand  possessed  of  the  money  to  arise  CZom  tohea*-. 

from  such  sale  and  conversion,  upon  trust,  after  payment  «  jAm." 

of  his  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses^  to  divide         

the  r^nainder  into  two  equal  shares,  and  to  stand  pos-  queatheda 

sessed  of  one  such  share,  upon  trusts,  for  his  daughter  ^^truSfa? 

Mary  for  life,  for  her  separate  use.  and  after  her  decease  ^  ^^f  moie^, 

for  hia  dangle 

for  her  children;  and  in  case  she  should  die  without  leav-  ter  Mmry  for 
ing  issue,  or,  leaving  such,  all  of  them  should  die  under  nuunder  foT 
twenty-one  without  leaving  issue,  then  upon  trust  for  his  ^^^J^J 
daughter  Sarah  for  life,  for  her  separate  use,  and  after  her  other  moiety, 
decease  for  her  children;  and  as  to  the  remaining  share,  ter&»paAfor 
upon  trust  for  his  daughter  Sarah  for  life,  for  her  separate  m^derfo^er 
use,  and  after  her  decease  for  her  children;  and  in  case  children, with 

'  CTOBS  remain- 

Sofliuk  should  die  without  leaving  issue,  or,  leaving  such,  all  ders,  and  pro- 
of them  should  die  under  twenty-one  without  leaving  issue,  »  And  in  case' 
then  upon  trusts  for  Ma/ry  and  her  children,  similar  to.  a^^^J^*"^ 
those  before  declared  of  the  first  moiety  for  Sarah  and  her  ^^^^  ^« 

without  usne, 
children.     The  will  then  proceeded  as  follows: — ''And  in  or^eaymgsndi, 

case  my  said  daughters  Ma/ry  and  Sa/rah  shall  both  hap-  nnder^twenty- 

one  without 
leaTing  iBsne,  then  I  direct  my  trustees  to  pay  one  moiety  unto  the  person  or  persons  that  shall 
tkm  he  considered  as  my  next  of  kin  and  personal  representatiye  or  representatives,  agreeable  to 
the  order  of  the  Statutes  of  Distribution,  and  the  omer  moiety  unto  the  person  or  persons  that 
shall  thm  be  considered  the  next  of  Idn  and  personal  representative  or  representatives  of  my 
late  wife  Sarah,  agreeable  to  the  order  of  the  Statutes  of  Distribution."  At  the  date  of  his 
will,  his  daughter  Sarah  was  the  only  ohUd  and  sole  next  of  kin  of  his  late  wife  Sarah,  The 
daughters  survived  the  testator,  and  died  without  issue. 

^  Bdd,  that  the  persons  entitied  to  the  second  moiety  were  those  who,  at  the  death  of  the  sur- 
^▼ing  daughter,  were  the  next  of  kin,  according  to  the  statute,  of  testator's  deceased  wife;  and, 
having  regard  to  the  juxtaposition  of  the  bequests,  that  the  persons  entitled  to  the  first  moiety 
were  thoee  who,  at  the  same  period,  were  tiie  next  of  kin,  according  to  the  statute,  of  the 
testator. 

Review  of  the  authorities  as  to  the  time  when  the  persons  taking  under  bequests  of  this  de- 
fcription  are  to  be  ascertained. 
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pen  to  die  without  lawfiil  issue,  or,  leaving  such,  all  of 
them  shall  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one'years  without 
leaving  any  lawful  issue,  iJien  I  direct  my  said  trustees, 
their  executors,  &a,  to  pay  one  equal  half  part  of  all  the 
said  trust  moneys  vmio  the  person  or  persona  that  diaU 
then  be  considered  as  my  next  of  kin  cmd  personal  repre- 
sentative  or  representatives  agreeable  to  the  order  of  the 
Statutes  of  Distribution,  and  the  whole  of  the  other  equcd 
part  or  share  wtvto  the  person  or  persons  that  shall 
then  be  considered  the  next  of  km  amd  personal  re- 
presentative  or  representolives  of  my  late  wife  Sa^rah, 
whose  maiden  name  was  Wharton,  a^eea626  to  the  order 
of  tJte  Statutes  of  Distribution/* 


The  testator  died  in  1825.  At  the  date  of  his  will,  and 
at  his  death,  he  had  two  children  only: — Sarah,  his  only 
child  by  his  late  wife  Sarah  Wharton,  and  Mary,  who 
married  the  Defendant  LiUer.  Sarah  died  in  1828,  without 
having  been  married;  Ma/ry  in  1851,  without  having  bad 
any  issue. 

The  Chief  Gerk  oertiHed,— 

(1).  That  the  Plaintifib,  and  the  Defendants  /Samuel 
Wharton  and  Ma/rtha  Wood,  were  the  next  of  kin,  ac- 
cording to  the  Statutes  of  Distribution,  of  the  testator's 
wife  Sarah,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the 
testator's  two  daughters. 

(2).  That  no  sufficient  evidence  had  been  adduced  to 
show  who,  at  such  last-mentioned  date,  were  the  next 
of  kin,  according  to  the  Statutes  of  Distribution,  of  the 
testator. 

(3).  That  the.  person  who,  according  to  the  Statutes  of 
Distribution,  was  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator's  wife 
Sa/rah  at  the  time  of  her  death,  was  her  daughter  Sarah; 
and, 

(4).  That  the  persons  who,  according  to  the  Statutes  of 
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Distributioii,  were  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  living  1858. 
at  his  death,  ^?ere  his  two  daughters,  Mary  and  Sarah; 
that  the  Defendant  Litter  was  now  the  legal  personal  re- 
presentative of  Mary,  and  that  he  was  also  the  legal 
personal  representative  of  Sarah  for  the  purposes  of  the 
suit 

Questions  of  facb  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  first  and 
second  paragraphs  of  the  certificate  were  reserved  for  the 
opinion  of  the  C!ourt ;  but  their  discussion  was  postponed 
until  the  Court  shoidd  have  determined  the  previous  ques- 
tion upon  the  construction  of  the  will,  viz.  what  classes  of 
persons  were  intended  by  the  testator  by  the  words  "  the 
person  or  persons  that  shall  then  be  considered  as  the  next 
of  kin  and  personal  representative  or  representatives''  of 
himself  and  his  deceased  wife  respectively,  **  agreeable  to 
the  order  of  the  Statutes  of  Distribution." 


Mr.  WiUcock,  Q-  C.,  and  Mr.  Tovlmi/n,  for  the  Plaintifib,  Argummt 
were  proceeding  to  contend  that  they  and  the  Defendants 
Samuel  Wharton  and  Martha  Wood,  as  the  next  of  kin, 
according  to  the  statutes,  of  the  testator's  wife  Sa/rah, 
at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the  testator's 
daughters,  were  entitled  to  the  moiety  by  the  will  directed 
to  be  paid  to  her  next  of  kin — when  they  were  stopped  by 
the  Court. 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Cole,  for  the  Defendant  Litter, 
as  the  personal  representative  of  both  the  daughters, 
claimed  both  moieties  of  the  fund : — 

By  his  own  "next  of  kin  and  personal  representative  or 
representatives,  agreeable  to  the  order  of  the  Statutes  of 
Distribution,"  the  testator  meant  his  next  of  kin,  according 
to  the  statutes,  at  the  time  of  his  own  decease;  that  is,  his 
two  daughters,  both  represented  by  this  Defendant   By  the 
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corresponding  expression  in  the  case  of  his  deceased  wife, 
he  meant  her  next  of  kin,  according  to  the  statutes,  at  the 
time  of  her  decease.  But  whether  at  his  wife's  decease  or 
at  his  own,  Sa/rak,  the  daughter,  was  sole  next  of  kin  of 
her  mother,  and,  on  either  construction^  would  be  entitled 
to  the  whole  of  that  moiety. 


The  Vice-Chancellor. — ^The  words  are,  "that  shall 
(hen  be  considered.''  In  that  context,  is  not  the  word 
"then"  necessarily  an  adverb  of  time  referring  to  the 
death  of  the  surviving  daughter? 


Mr.  RoU. — ^Not  more  so  than  in  Cable  v.  Cable  (a),  and 
Wheeler  v.  Ada/m8(b).  Besides,  even  if  it  be  so,  the  wards 
are,  "  that  shall  then  be  considered"  and  *'  agreeable  to 
the  order  of  the  Statutes  of  Distribution."  The  "  considera- 
tion " — ^the  inquiry — ^who  those  persons  were,  is  to  be  post- 
poned ;  the  vesting  is  not  to  be  postponed,  for,  except  by  refer- 
ence to  the  death  of  the  person  whose  next  of  kin  you  daim 
to  be,  the  statutes  can  have  no  application :  Caile  v.  CcMe 
and  Wheeler  v.  Ada/me; — ^two  cases  which  must  necessarily 
be  overruled,  if  the  Plaintiff's  construction  be  adopted. 

But,  in  any  case,  the  Defendant  LiUer  must  be  entitled 
to  the  moiety  bequeathed  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testa- 
tor's wife.  For  if  the  testator  refers  to  the  period  of  his 
wife's  death,  then  Sarah  only  answers  that  description,— if 
to  the  period  of  distribution,  then  the  statute  can  have  no 
bearing  upon  the  matter.  The  gift  over  is  void  from  un- 
certainty. There  is  an  intestacy  as  to  that  moiety.  The 
two  daughters  take  equally,  and  LUler,  as  their  representa- 
tive, is  now  entitled 

Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.C.,  was  then  heard  for  the  Plaintiffi; 
and  Mr.  James,  Q.  G,  for  the  Defendant  Samuel  Wha/rton, 

(a)  16  Beav.  507.  (b)  17  Id.  417. 
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and  Mr.  Kenyan  for  the  Defendant  MarOia  Wood,  both 
claiining  in  the  same  interest  mth  the  Plaintiflh. 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  replied. 

[The  following  cases  were  also  cited:  Seifferth  v.  Bad- 
hem  {a),  Laabury  v.  Newport  (6),  Bird  v.  Luckie  (c), 
Pearce  v.  Vmcent(d),  UrqyJiart  v.  UrqvJiart(e),  Ear- 
ri/ngUm  v.  Harte{f),  Jenkins  v.  Oawer(jg),  Bainea  v. 
Otaey(h),  Spink  v.  i«m(£),  PAiZpa  v.  Evana(k),  In  re 
Barber's  WiUQ),  Baldwvn  v.  Roger8(m),  Say  v.  Creed(n), 
Clapton  V.  Bvhner(p),  Starr  v.  Newberry (p),  and  JSuIZoci 
V.  i)oiOTi(g).] 

Judgment  reserved. 
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Vicb-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood,  after  stating 
the  &ct8,  proceeded  as  follows: — 

The  question  I  have  to  determine  is,  who  are  meant  by 
the  testator  when  he  speaks  of  ''  the  person  or  persons  who 
shall  then  be  considered  the  next  of  kin  and  personal  re- 
presentative or  representatives"  of  himself  and  of  his  late 
wife  respectively,  "agreeable  to  the  order  of  the  Statutes  of 
Distribution.'' 


AprU  30<A. 
Jttdgment, 


Upon  this  question,  no  one,  attending  simply  to  the 

(a)  9  Beav.  370. 
(h)  Id.  376. 
(c)  8  Hare,  301. 
id)  2  Kee.  230. 
(e)  13  Sim.  613. 
(/)  Cox,  131. 
(g)  2  Coll.  537. 
(A)  1  My.  &  K.  465. 
(i)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  355. 


(A)  4  De  6.  &  Sm.  188. 
(0  1  Sm.  &6iff.  118. 
(m)  3  D.  M.  G.  656. 
(n)  5  Hare,  580. 
(o)  5  My.  &  Cr.  108. 
0?)  23  Bear.  436. 
iq)  Rolls,  not  reported,  and 
under  appeal. 
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terms  of  the  will,  and  unembarrassed  by  the  decisions  pro- 
nounced in  similar  cases,  could  entertain  any  doubt  Some 
of  those  decisions,  however,  appeared  to  render  the  point 
obscure,  and,  accordingly,  I  have  carefully  examined  all 
that  were  cited  in  the  course  of  the  argument^  and  many 
others  also,  amounting  to  some  thirty  or  forty  in  number, 
but  without  finding  any  authority  sufficiently  strong  to 
justify  me  in  coming  to  a  decision  contrary  to  that  which 
was  the  manifest  intention  of  this  testator. 


The  result  of  the  authorities  appears  to  me  to  be  what  I 
am  about  to  state. 


In  the  first  place,  I  find  it  decided  by  a  continuous 
stream  of  authority,  interrupted  a  little  possibly  by  some 
decisions  of  Sir  John  Leach(a),  that»  where  there  is  a  limit- 
ation by  will  to  one  for  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  then  to 
the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator,  those  who  are  to  take  under 
the  designation  "  next  of  kin''  are  the  persons  who  answer 
that  description  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  not  those 
who  answer  that  description  at  the  death  of  the  tenant  for 
life;  in  accordance  with  the  broad  principle  of  construction, 
by  which  all  gifts  to  a  class,  following  after  a  bequest  for 
life  in  the  same  property,  vest  immediately  upon  the  death 
of  the  testator,  subject  only  to  the  superadded  rule  ap- 
plicable to  certain  classes  of  relations,  that,  although  the 
class  is  to  be  so  far  ascertained  at  the  death  of  the  testator 
as  to  comprise  all  such  persons  as  may  then  be  members,  it 
will  open  to  admit  all  such  new  individuals  as  may  be  in- 
troduced into  it  during  the  continuance  of  the  tenancy  for 
life  or  other  limited  interest,  and  previously  to  the  time 
fixed  for  distribution.  The  vesting  takes  place  immediately 
on  the  death  of  the  testator,  but»  during  the  interval  be- 
tween that  event  and  the  period  fixed  for  distribution,  the 

(a)  See  Briden  v.  Hewlett,  2  My.  &  K.  90,  and  BuOer  v.  BtwAwfl, 
3  Id.  232. 
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shares  so  vested  are  liable  to  be  divested,  as  regards  the 
quantum  of  interest^  in  proportion  as  new  iDdividuals  are 
introduced  into  the  class. 

That  being  the  first  rule  as  to  gifts  by  will  to  the  testa- 
tor's next  of  kin,  preceded  by  a  previous  life  interest  given 
by  the  will  in  the  same  property,  the  next  rule  that  I  find 
established  by  the  authorities  is,  that  the  mere  circum- 
stance that  the  person  to  whom  such  previous  life  interest 
is  bequeathed  by  the  will  is  also  a  member  of  the  class 
who  answered  to  the  description  of  next  of  kin  of  the  testa- 
tor at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  does  not  prevent  the 
first  rule  firom  applying.  Where  the  person  to  whom  such 
previous  life  interest  is  bequeathed  by  the  will  is  the  only 
individual  so  answering  to  that  description,  the  authorities 
have  not  been  quite  so  clear  as  to  the  construction  to  be 
pat  upon  the  gift  over.  But  as  to  the  rest,  the  rules  of  the 
Court  are  clear.  Neither  the  circumstance  of  there  being  a 
previous  bequest  for  life  or  other  limited  period,  nor  the  cir- 
cumstance of  the  person  to  whom  that  previous  bequest  is 
made  being  also  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  will  prevent  the  Court  firom  holding 
that  the  time  at  which  the  class  is  to  be  ascertained  is 
the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  and  not  that  fixed  by  the 
will  as  the  period  for  distribution. 

Such  being  the  general  rules,  their  application  can  only 
he  prevented  by  a  clear  indication  in  the  will,  that,  in  the 
particular  limitation  in  question,  the  testator  did  not  intend 
them  to  be  applied.  For  this  purpose,  the  intention  must  be 
shown  in  language  clear  and  unambiguoua  Mere  words  of 
futurity  are  insufi&cieni  As  to  this,  some  of  the  authorities 
have  gone  very  far.  A  gift  "to  one  for  life,  and  afterwards  to 
those  who  shall  be  my  next  of  kin"  (and  not  *who  then  shall 
he  my  next  of  kin*)  has  l)een  held  not  to  be  sufficiently  clear 
and  unambiguous  to  prevent  the  rule  from  applying,  Lord 
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1858.  Thurhw  saying,  that  all  dispositions  by  will  are  necessarily 
future.  The  first  case  so  decided  by  Lord  ThuHow  is 
that  of  Rayner  v.  Mowbray  (a),  which  is  certainly  a  very 
strong  decision,  but  it  has  since  been  recognised  as  sound 

"'^^"'^"^  law.  In  that  case,  there  was  a  devise  of  real  estate  in  trust 
for  the  testator's  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  in  trust 
to  sell,  and  "  to  divide  and  pay  the  moneys  arising  from  the 
sale  to  and  among  all  and  every  such  person  and  persons 
who  shall  appear  to  be  related  to  me  only,  share  and  share 
alike;  and  that  such  person  or  persons  shall  prove  himself 
herself,  or  themselves  entitled  to  the  same  in  six  months 
after  my  said  estates  shall  be  so  sold  as  aforesaid;'" — cer- 
tainly very  strong  words  in  fiivour  of  the  construction 
that  the  period  for  ascertaining  the  class  was  to  be  subse- 
quent to  the  death  of  the  testator.  But  Lord  Tkurbw 
held  the  time  of  the  testator's  death  to  be  the  time  when 
the  class  must  be  ascertained.  He  said,  **  The  difficulty 
was,  how  to  construe  the  word  relatiana  but  by  a  re- 
ference to  the  Statute  of  Distributions.  If  it  was  a  reoent 
matter,  there  might  be  a  doubt;  but  he  took  the  statute  to 
be  declaratoiy  of  the  old  law  ....  Though  the  distribu- 
tion is  deferred  to  the  death  of  the  wife,  that  does  not  pre- 
vent the  interests  from  vesting  at  the  death  of  the  testator.'' 
That  was  the  conclusion  which  Lord  Thurlow  came  to 
upon  the  language  of  the  will  then  before  him ;  and  the  de- 
cision is  certainly  a  strong  authority  as  to  the  necessily  of 
language  plain  and  admitting  of  but  one  interpretation,  in 
order  to  prevent  the  rule  from  operating. 

I  will  now  take  a  leading  case  of  the  opposite  descrip- 
tion, in  which  the  language  of  the  will  was  held  sufficiently 
clear  for  this  purpose  to  prevent  the  operation  of  the  rule; 
and  it  is  one  which,  as  it  seems  to  me,  must  govern  my  de- 
cision upon  the  language  of  the  will  now  before  me.  It  is 
that  of  Long  v.  Blackdll(J>\  before  Lord  Loughborough; 

(a)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  234.  (ft)  3  Ves.  486. 
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and  the  decision  deriyes  additional  importance  from  the 
dmimstance  of  its  having  been  approved  of  bj  Lord 
Alffcmley  in  Holloway  v.  HoUoway  {a),  which  has  been 
looked  upon  as  a  leading  decision  the  other  way.  In 
L&ng  V.  BlackaU  the  testator  bequeathed  leasehold  pro- 
perty in  remainder  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  the  child  with 
which  his  wife  was  then  enceinte,  in  case  it  should  be  a 
son;  and  after  the  decease  of  such  son,  then  in  trust  for 
sach  issue  male  as  at  the  time  of  his  death  should  be  his 
heir  at  law ;  and  in  case  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  such 
child  there  should  be  no  such  issue  male,  then  the  trustees 
should  be  possessed  of  the  premises  in  trust  for  such 
persons  as  should  {ken  be  the  legal  representatives  of  him 
the  said  testator — ^words  almost  identical  in  effect  with 
those  in  the  will  before  me,  except  that  I  have  here  the 
expression  ^  the  persons  that  shall  then  he  considered/* 
instead  of  the  persons  "  that  shall  then  be,"  as  to  which  I 
shall  speak  presently.  Lord  Loughborough  held,  that  there 
was  no  one  who  could  take  but  the  next  of  kin  at  the  time 
of  distribution.  He  says,  "  The  testator  altered  a  very  sen- 
sible part  of  his  wiU,  which  is  vastly  strong,  for  it  proves 
he  thought  upon  it»  and  had  some  decided  meaning" 
(the  will  had  been  altered,  having  originally  stood  as  the 
Lord  Chancellor  goes  on  to  describe) :  "  His  first  thoughts 
were  very  sensible,  to  give  the  absolute  interest  to  his  son, 
in  case  the  entail  could  not  take  effect  In  making  that 
alteration,  which  he  did  with  deliberation,  not  suffering 
his  son  to  take  this  remainder  after  all  the  particular  pur- 
poses were  exhausted,  it  is  quite  impossible  he  should 
mean  it  to  vest  in  his  wife,  transmissible  to  those  who 
should  become  her  legal  representatives.  It  would  be  too 
much  conjecture,  to  apply  the  words  to  an  heir  at  law 
particularly  upon  leasehold  property.  There  is  nobody,  I 
thmk,  who  can  take  it  but  the  next  of  kin  at  the  time  of 
distribution.  He  certainly  meant  to  keep  it  in  his  blood. 
(d)  5  Ves.  399. 
VOL  IV.  K  K 
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He  could  not  mean  it  should  be  as  if  he  had  not  disposed 
of  it  dearly/'  Lord  Loughborough's  view  there  is  some- 
what different  from  that  which  I  adopt  of  the  case  before 
me.  But  I  agree  with  what  is  there  said,  that  when  a 
testator  has  taken  such  pains  to  declare  a  trust  in  cer- 
tain events  for  persons  answering  a  particular  designatioD, 
he  could  not  have  meant  it  to  go  as  if  he  had  not  made 
any  disposition  of  it  at  alL  He  must  have  meant  it  for 
some  one  besides  those  to  whom  the  law  would  have  given 
it  in  case  he  had  died  intestate. 


That  being  the  view  taken  of  the  will  in  LcTig  ?. 
Blachall  by  Lord  Loughborough,  in  HoUouxiy  v.  HoUoway, 
which  has  been  looked  upon  as  a  leading  authority  m 
favour  of  the  opposite  view,  I  find  Lord  AlvarUey  per- 
fectly concurring  in  Lord  Loughborough's  judgment  Tbeie 
the  testator  bequeathed  50002.  in  trust  for  one  of  his 
daughters,  and  after  her  decease  for  such  children  as  she 
should  leave  at  her  decease.  And  in  case  she  should  die 
having  no  child,  then,  as  to  lOOOZ.,  in  trust  for  her 
executors;  and  as  to  the  remaining  4000{.,  in  these 
words: — ^''In  trust  for  such  person  or  persons  as  shall 
be  my  heir  or  heirs  at  law.""  Lord  AlvarUey  held,  that 
the  40002.  vested  in  three  daughters  of  the  testator  who 
were  his  co-heiresses  and  next  of  kin  at  his  death.  What 
he  says  is  this,  "  The  question  arises  upon  a  very  doubtful 
clause.  Unquestionably,  it  is  competent  to  a  testator,  if 
he  thinks  fit,  to  limit  any  interest  to  such  persons  as  shaU 
at  a  particular  time  named  by  him  sustain  a  particular 
character.  The  only  question  is,  whether,  upon  the  true 
construction  of  this  codicil,  it  must  necessarily  be  intended 
he  did  not  mean  by  these  words  what  the  law  prim&  fSacie 
would  strictly  speaking  intend — ^heirs  at  law  at  the  time 
of  his  death  A  testator  certainly  may  by  words  properly 
adapted  show,  that,  by  such  words,  persona  designata, 
answering  a  given  character  at  a  given  time,  is  intended. 
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Bat  primft  facie  these  words  must  be  understood  in  their 
1^  sense,  unless  by  the  context  or  by  express  words  they 
plainly  appear  to  be  intended  otherwise.  In  this  case  these 
words  are  not  necessarily  confined  to  any  particular  time, 
nor  from  the  nature  of  the  gift  is  there  any  necessary  in- 
fereace  that  it  should  not  mean  what  the  law  would  take  it 
to  mean,  heirs  at  the  death  of  the  testator/'  Then  he  saySi 
"  It  is  not  like  the  case  of  Long  v.  EtackaU.  The  words 
th^ie  put  it  out  of  the  power  of  the  Court  to  put  upon  it 
any  other  interpretation,  though  it  was  much  contended 
that  it  meant  at  the  death  of  the  testator.  In  that  case, 
the  word  '  then '  plainly  proved  that  the  personal  repre- 
sentatives at  the  time  of  the  death  were  not  intended,  and, 
if  that  word  had  not  occurred,  there  was  a  great  deal  to 
show  it  could  not  be  the  intention;  and  that  applies  here^ 
for  there  the  wife  was  his  executrix,  and  it  would  have  been 
a  strange  circuitous  way  of  giving  it  to  her.''  And  again 
he  says,  further  on,  **  Long  v.  BlackaU  has  that  very 
leading  distinction  from  this  case,  upon  the  word  '  then,' 
that  there  could  be  no  doubt  personal  representatives  at  a 
gi^en  time  were  intended;  I  must,  therefore,  hold,  that  if 
that  word  had  not  occurred^  the  judgment  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor  would  not  have  been  such  as  it  was;  but,  as 
it  is,  I  perfectly  concur  in  that  judgment,  together  with  the 
argument  from  the  circumstances."  He,  therefore,  considers 
the  occurrence  of  the  word  "  then  "  in  the  will  in  Long  v. 
BlaekaU,  in  the  context  in  which  it  occurred,  and  in  the 
sense  in  which  it  was  used,  as  the  turning  point  of  the 
decision. . 


1858. 
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Then  came  a  valuable  decision  at  common  law  in  the 
case  of  Doe  v.  La/W8on{a),  where  the  same  question  arose 
upon  a  devise  of  real  estate  to  the  testator's  natural  son, 
followed  by  these  words: — "And  from  and  after  his  decease, 
then  I  give  and  devise  the  said  premises  unto  the  said  last- 

(a)  3  East,  278. 
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mentioned  trustees  and  their  heirs,  for  and  amongst  such 
person  and  persons  as  shall  appear  and  can  be  proved  to  be 
my  next  of  kin,  in  such  parts  and  proportions  as  they  wonld 
by  virtue  of  the  Statutes  of  Distribution  have  been  entitled 
to  my  personal  estate  if  I  had  died  intestate ;"— which  is  said 
here  to  be  the  meaning  of  the  words  "agreeaUe  to  the  order 
of  the  Statutes  of  Distribution"  occurring  in  this  will  And 
in  a  subsequent  clause,  not  so  strong;  there  was  a  gift  of  the 
residue  of  his  estate  and  effects,  as  to  one  moiety,  ''to  be 
divided  amongst  my  next  of  kin  according  to  the  Statutes 
of  Distribution/'  The  counsel  who  argued  in  support  of 
the  proposition,  that  the  persons  intended  were  such  as 
were  the  testator's  next  of  kin  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and 
not  such  as  were  his  next  of  kin  at  the  time  when  the  con- 
tingenqr  happened,  in  the  course  of  his  reply,  distinguished 
the  case  from  that  of  Long  v.  BladcaU  by  the  absence  of 
the  word  "then."  Lord  EUeriborough,  in  giving  judgment^ 
said  this: — ^''The  case  is  sufficientiy  clear  not  to  require 
any  further  argument  The  limitation  over  is  to  such 
person  and  persons  as  shall  appear  and  can  be  proved  to  be 
his  next  of  kin,  in  such  parts  and  proportions  as  they  would 
by  virtue  of  the  Statutes  of  Distrihutwti,  have  been  entUUd 
to  his  personaZ  estate  if  he  had  died  intestate."  Thoee 
words  are  certainly  veiy  strong,  and  form  a  marked  dis- 
tinction between  the  will  in  that  case  and  the  bequest  with 
which  I  have  to  deal  Lord  EUenborough  continues:— 
*Now,  when  would  they  have  been  entitled  to  his  personal 
estate  if  he  had  died  intestate?  At  the  time  of  his  deatii. 
Then  the  distribution  must  be  made  at  such  a  time  as  will 
best  meet  the  words  of  the  will,  which  is  at  his  death,  when 
the  titie  by  intestacy  accrues,  and  must,  therefore,  be  made 
amongst  those  persons  who  would  then  have  been  entitled 
to  share  if  he  had  died  intestate,  or  to  their  representatives. 
As  to  the  words  of  description  used  being  in  the  futore^ 
words  to  postpone  the  vesting  in  possession  of  an  interest 
are  naturally  prospective.     It  could  not  be  dear  to  the 
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testator  himself  who  would  take  tinder  the  description  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  nor  would  it  so  appear  to  the  trustees 
till  after  WiUon'a  death  "  (Wilson  was  the  tenant  for  life) 
"and  inquiry  mada  This,  I  think,  is  the  plain  and  natural 
meaning  of  the  words.  But  this  construction  is  also  sup- 
ported by  the  case  of  Eayner  v.  Mowbray(a).  There  the 
distribution  was  not  to  take  effect  till  after  the  death  of 
the  wife,  but  yet  it  was  referred  to  such  persons  as  would 
have  been  entitled  to  share  at  the  death  of  the  testator 
under  the  Statutes  of  Distribution.  And  there,  too,  the 
proof  of  relationship  was  to  be  made  after  the  determina- 
tion of  the  life  estate,  and  for  six  months  after  the  sub- 
sequent sale  of  the  property.  The  same  objection  might 
be  made  there  as  here,  that  the  inquiry  was  to  be  made  at 
a  future 'time ;  but  still  it  was  holden  to  relate  to  such  as 
were  entitled  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  deatL  It  is 
true,  that  there  did  not  occur  in  that  case  the  giving  of  an 
estate  for  life  to  one  who  was  also  entitled  to  a  share  of 
the  remainder  over  in  fee ;  but  I  see  no  inconsistency  in 
that — at  least  not  sufficient  to  get  rid  of  the  plain  meaning 
of  words.''  Lord  EUenborough  does  not  advert  to  the 
omission  of  the  word  "then"  in  the  sense  in  which  it  was 
used  in  L(mg  y.  BlackaU.  But  Mr.  Justice  Orose  says 
this: — ''Bules  for  construing  vnUs  are  laid  down  as  the 
best  method  for  getting  at  the  intention  of  the  testator. 
The  case  of  Rayner  y.  Mowbray  furnishes  a  rule  of  this 
sort,  founded  in  good  sense,  and  it  applies  so  closely  to  the 
present,  that  only  one  distinction  has  been  attempted  to  be 
made  between  them,  and  that  one,  I  may  say,  has  been 
answered  by  the  other  case  of  Masters  y.  Hooper  (b),  where 
an  estate  for  life  was  previously  given  to  the  party  through 
whom  a  share  of  the  remainder  over  was  claimed.  And 
nothing  is  more  common  than  that  an  estate  for  life  should 
be  given  to  one  to  whom  a  remainder  over  in  fee  is  afterwards 
devised.    Oreat  stress  has  been  laid  on  the  words  ^as  shaU 
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appear  and  can  be  pioyed,'  &c  But  the  omifidon  of  the 
word  '  then'  which  has  occurred  in  other  caaes,  shows  that 
the  trustees  were  not  to  look  to  the  persons  who  should  be 
the  testator's  next  of  kin  at  the  time  wh^i  the  oontingency 
happened,  but,  according  to  the  plain  meaning  of  the  words 
used,  to  such  as  were  his  next  of  kin  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
who  alone  were  entitled  to  take  by  the  Statutes  of  Distribu- 
tion/' implying  that  if  the  word  "then"  had  so  occurred,  he 
would  hai^e  taken  a  different  view  of  the  construction.  Mr. 
Justice  Lawr&nce  makes  very  similar  remarks;  he  says  :— 
"  The  question  is,  what  was  the  intention  of  the  testator 
in  adopting  the  words  he  has  used  7  As  to  which  I  do  not 
know  how  the  construction  put  upon  different  expressions 
used  in  other  wills  can  apply,  unless  where  the  cases  have 
laid  down  some  general  rule  of  construction  from  whence 
the  intention  of  a  testator  in  other  cases  falling  within  the 
same  rule  may  be  collected  It  has  been  urged  in  aigu- 
ment,  that  if  the  testator  had  intended  to  devise  the 
remainder  over  to  such  as  were  his  next  of  kin  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  he  would,  probably,  have  described  them  by 
name.  Perhaps  his  not  having  so  done  may  have  intro- 
duced some  doubts  and  his  meaning  might  have  been 
clearer  if  he  had  so  expressed  himself;  but^  in  &ct,  he 
does  describe  the  same  persons  in  another  manner.  The 
persons  to  whom  the  remainder  over  is  limited,  are  to  take 
in  such  proportions  as  they  would  by  virtue  of  the  Statutes 
of  Diatrilmtion  have  been  entitled  to  if  he  had  died 
mtestate;  that,  therefore^  must  refer  to  persons  who  were 
his  next  of  kin  at  the  time  of  his  deatL''  Mr.  Justice 
Le  Blanc  makes  some  observations  which  may  seem  in 
favour  of  the  construction  contended  for  in  this  case  on  the 
part  of  the  Defendant  Litter : — "  The  question  is,  to  what 
period  the  inquiry  should  refer?  Now,  even  if  the  word 
then  had  been  inserted  in  the  place  where  it  is  contended 
that  it  must  be  implied,  I  am  not  clear  that  the  clause 
would  not  still  have  been  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff;  for, 
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though  the  distribution  had  been  directed  to  be  made 
amongst  each  persons  as  should  '  then  appear/  &a,  it  would 
refer  as  well  to  the  time  when  the  inquiry  was  to  be  made 
—that  13,  when  it  became  necessary  to  make  the  inquiry 
upon  the  happening  of  the  contingency  on  which  the 
limitation  over  was  to  take  effect;  but  still  the  inquiry 
being  directed  to  be  made  of  such  persons  as  would  by 
nrhuofihe  Statviee  of  Distribution  have  been  entitled 
to  the  testator^a  personal  estate  if  he  had  died  intestate^" 
(these  words  are  in  italics  in  the  report,  and  all  the  judges 
appear  to  have  relied  very  strongly  upon  them),  ''that  must 
refer  to  the  time  of  his  death/' 


1S58, 


JudgmmL 


These  remarks  of  Mr.  Justice  Le  Blanc  are  the  most 
&vonrable,  that  I  have  been  able  to  find,  to  the  contention 
of  the  Defendant  Litter,  except  those  of  the  Master  of  the 
Bolls  in  Wheeler  y.  Adamhs{a),  in  which,  as  in  Doe  y. 
Lawson,  the  words  "entitied  under  the  Statutes  of  Dis- 
tribution'^  occurred. 


In  addition  to  these  cases,  which  illustrate  all  that  it  is 
ueoeasary  to  say  on  the  subject^  I  have  also  looked  through 
all  the  more  recent  decisions  upon  the  point,  which  seem  to 
me  to  establish  this  and  no  more : — ^that  the  operation  of 
the  role  of  construction,  which  fijces  the  death  of  the 
testator  as  the  time  for  ascertaining  the  persons  to  take 
under  a  bequest  like  the  present,  is  not  excluded  by  the 
mere  circumstance  that  words  of  futurity  are  used,  nor  by 
the  circumstance  that  the  person  to  whom  the  prior  life 
estate  is  giyen  would  be  one  of  the  class  to  take  if  the 
persons  it  comprised  were  to  be  ascertained  at  the  death  of 
the  testator;  but  that  the  application  of  that  rule  is  excluded, 
where,  after  a  previous  bequest  for  life  or  other  limited 
interest,  there  is  a  bequest  "  to  those  who  then  shall  be '' 
the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator,  although  it  would  seem, 

(a)  17  Beav.  417. 
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1858.  acooiding  to  Mr.  Justice  Le  Bkme^  that  in  the  case  last 
supposed,  if  the  ulterior  bequest^  instead  of  being,  as  there, 
''to  those  who  then  shall  be  the  next  of  kin,''  were  "to 
those  who  then  shall  appear  to  be  his  next  of  kin,  in  such 
parts  and  proportions  as  they  would  by  virtue  of  the  Statutes 
of  Distribution  have  been  entitled  to  his  personal  estate  if 
he  had  died  intestate,''  the  rule  would,  again,  become  ap- 
plicable, and  the  death  of  the  testator  would  be  the  period 
for  ascertaining  the  persons  to  take  under  that  deeignatioiL 

The  words  with  which  I  have  to  deal  in  the  case  befixre 
me  are  not  those  put  by  Mr.  Justice  Le  Blanc  In  this 
will  the  word  "entitled "  does  not  occur  in  connexion  with 
the  mention  made  of  the  Statutes  of  Distribution,  and  the 
bequest  is  simply  to  those  "who  shall  then  be  considered 
the  next  of  kin  and  personal  representative  or  repre- 
sentatives agreeaible  to  the  order  of  the  Statutes  of  Dis- 
tribution.'' 

I  have  already  observed,  that^  where  the  person  to  whom 
the  previous  life  interest  is  bequeathed  is  the  sole  individual 
answering  to  the  description  of  next  of  kin  of  the  testator 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  the  authorities  have  not  been  so 
uniformly  consistent  as  to  the  effect  of  that  circumstance 
upon  the  application  of  the  rule  which  fixes  the  time 
of  the  testator*s  death  as  the  time  when  the  dass  is  to 
be  ascertained.  But  at  the  present  day  I  should  be  bound, 
by  the  decision  of  Lord  Cottenha/m  in  Ware  v.  Bovh 
l(jmd(a),  to  hold  that  even  in  such  a  case  the  rule  would 
apply. 

Previously,  however,  to  the  decision  in  Ware  v.  Bov]iand, 
the  authorities  on  this  point  were  conflicting.  In  Jones  v. 
Colbeck(p)  there  is  a  strong  decision  of  Sir  William  Orcmfe 

(a)  2  FhiU.  635. 
{b)  8  Yes.  38.    See  also  Miller  v.  Eatmj  Sir  Geo.  Coop.  272. 
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in  &your  of  the  opposite  contentioxL  There  the  bequest  1858. 
was  to  the  testator's  daughter  for  life,  and  to  her  children 
at  their  ages  of  twenty-one,  "and  after  the  decease  of  his 
daughter,  and  of  her  children  under  the  age  of  twenty-one, 
the  residuum  was  to  go  and  be  distributed  among  the  testa- 
tor's relations  in  a  due  course  of  administration/'  Upon  the 
death  of  the  daughter,  who  was  the  testator's  sole  next  of 
km  at  bis  death,  the  residue  was  claimed  by  her  repro- 
sentatiyes,  and  by  the  representatiyes  of  deceased  nephews 
and  nieces  of  the  testator,  who  would  haye  been  his  next 
of  kin  at  his  death  if  his  daughter  had  not  suryiyed  him. 
Sir  WUUamt  Oromt,  haying  held  that  ^'relatiyes"  meant 
"next  of  kin"  under  the  statute^  said  this: — ''As  to  the 
daim  of  the  daughter,  it  is  hardly  possible  the  testator 
could  mean  to  describe  an  only  daughter  by  the  terms 
'my  relations,'  directing  also  the  residue  to  be  distributed 
among  those  n;lationa  Next^  it  is  impossible  that  he  could 
take  this  strange  circuitous  method  of  giying  her  the  whole 
residue  in  the  eyent  of  her  dying  without  issue,  instead  of 
directly  saying  so.  The  relatiyes  who  were  to  take  in  case 
she  should  die  leaying  no  issue,  or  none  who  should  attain 
the  age  of  twenty-one,  could  not  be  herself,  transmitting 
her  right  to  her  representatiyea  Then,  upon  the  claim  of 
the  nephews  and  nieces,  the  testator  clearly  supposed  his 
daughter  was  to  suryiye  him.  Then  he  knew  she  was  his 
nearest  relation,  at  all  eyents  one  of  his  relations,  taking 
that  word  in  any  sense.  If,  therefore,  he  intended  to  giye 
to  those  who  next  to  her  should  be  his  nearest  relations,  he 
would  not  haye  used  an  expression  necessarily  including 
her,  but  would  haye  giyen  expressly  to  the  nephews  and 
nieces,  all  of  whom  are  mentioned  before  as  legatees  under 
that  description,  and  it  would  be  extremely  difficult,  as  I 
haye  before  obseryed,  for  them  to  take  under  the  description 
of  next  of  kin — a  description  which  they  do  not  answer. 
Bat  if  he  meant  relations  at  the  death  of  his  daughter, 
the  expression  is  yery  proper.    It  inyolyes  no  difficulty,  it 
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leqiiiies  no  oanstamctioii ;  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  he  ooold 
not  mean  either  the  representatiyeB  of  his  daughtar  or 
those  of  his  nephews  and  nieces.  What  other  sense,  then, 
can  be  pat  tqpon  it  than  that  only  intention  which  makes 
the  whole  perfectly  consistent?"'  And  he,  therefore,  held 
that  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  at  his  daughter's  death 
were  the  persons  entitled. 

The  observation,  ''it  is  impossible  that  the  testator  could 
take  this  strange  drcnitons  method  of  giving  his  daughter 
the  whde  residue  in  the  event  of  her  dying  without  children, 
instead  of  directly  saying  so,''  which  I  find  also  in  Lord 
Aloamlefjfs  judgment  in  HoUoway  v.  HMoway,  is  cer- 
tainly replete  with  good  sense;  but  looking  to  Lord  CotUfOr 
hmn!9  judgment  in  Wart  v.  Rowla/nd^  that  reason  taken 
alone  would  not  be  of  sufficient  weight  to  prevent  the  ap- 
plication of  the  general  rule  of  construction. 

JoriM  V.  Colheck  has  been  cited  as  an  authority  by  Sir 
James  Wigrcum  in  Say  v.  Creed  (a),  although  he  purposely 
abstained  from  resting  his  own  decision  upon  it.  And  the 
principle  of  Sir  WiUdami  Grant's  decision  has  been  acted 
upon  by  the  late  Yico-CShancellor  of  Englamd  in  Minier  v. 
Wra4;th(b),  although  the  effect  of  that  circumstance  is 
somewhat  shaken  by  the  decision  of  the  same  Judge  in 
Urquhart  v.  Urquhaai,  reported  in  the  same  volume(c), 
which  I  find  it  difficult  to  reconcile  with  Ihe  former.  Bat» 
notwithstanding  those  decisions,  I  must  take  it  to  have 
been  decided  by  Lord  CoUenham,  in  Ware  v.  RovHafid, 
that,  although  the  person  to  whom  the  interest  of  property 
is  bequeathed  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  children,  is 
also,  both  at  the  date  of  the  testator's  death  and  of  his  will, 
his  sole  next  of  kin,  that  consideration  will  not  be  of  suffi- 
cient weight  to  prevent  the  Court  firom  holding  that  person 
to  be  entitled  under  a  gift  over,  after  the  decease  of  the 


(a)  5  Hare,  589. 


(b)  13  Sim.  5%  63. 


(c)  Id.  618. 
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tenant  for  life  without  leaving  issue,  to  the  testator's  next 
of  km, — ^in  other  words,  that  the  testator  meant  to  say,  "  I 
die  miestate  as  to  the  corpus  if  this  gift  of  it  in  remaindeir 
to  the  issue  of  the  tenant  for  life  cannot  take  effecf 
The  reason  for  such  a  construction  being,  that  the  testator 
may  have  contemplated  the  possibility  of  other  persons 
coming  into  existence  between  the  date  of  his  will  and  of 
his  death,  who  in  that  case  would,  at  his  death,  be  his  next 
of  kin,  either  solely  or  jointly  with  the  tenant  for  life;  or 
that  he  may  have  contemplated  the  possibility  of  the  tenant 
for  life  dying  in  his  lifetime  (a). 


1858. 


JmdsfmemL. 


In  this  state  of  the  authorities  I  find  it  recognised  in  all 
the  decisions,  that  if,  in  a  gift  to  "  next  of  kin,'*  without  re- 
ferring to  their  claiming  as  imder  an  intestacy,  the  word 
"then''  occurs  as  an  adverb  of  time,  referring  to  the  death 
of  the  tenant  for  life  or  other  event  fixed  as  the  period  of 
distribution,  that  circumstance  is  conclusive  evidence  that 
the  testator  did  not  intend  the  general  rule  of  construction 
to  apply. 

In  the  cases  before  the  Master  of  the  Bolls(&),  the  Court 
was  of  opinion,  from  the  context,  that  it  was  not  so  used, 
and  must  of  necessity  be  construed  to  mean  *'  thereupon" 
''in  that  event,''  so  as  to  mark  the  conjunction  of  circum- 
stances; but  here  I  am  absolutely  precluded  from  con- 
struing the  word  "then"  in  the  clause  "unto  the  per- 
son or  persons  that  shall  then  be  considered  the  next  of 
km"  as  marking  the  conjunction  of  oircumstances,  by  the 
fact  that  the  same  word  has  previously  been  used  in  that 
sense  m  the  earlier  part  of  the  sentence,  *'then  I  direct 
that  my  said  trustees,  &c.^  So  that  no  possible  sense  can 
be  given  to  the  word  when  it  occurs  the  second  time,  unless 
it  be  read  as  an  adverb  of  time.   Besides,  the  words  "  agree- 


(a)  See  Pearee  v.  Vincent^  2 
Kee.230. 
{h)  CabU  V.  Cable,  16  Beav^ 


507,  and  Wheeler  v.  Adams,  17 
Id.  417. 
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able  to  the  order  of  the  Statutes  of  Distribution''  oecmriiig 
in  this  will  immediately  after  the  words  '^  next  of  kin  and 
personal  representative  or  representatives''  Sedl  veiy  &r 
short  of  the  expressions  with  which  the  Master  of  the  Bolls 
had  to  deal  in  one  of  those  case8(a),  "for  such  person  or  per- 
sons as  shall  then  be  the  next  of  kin  and  wavZd  Jutve  been 
entitled  under  the  statutes  in  case  she  had  died  intestate;" 


As  r^;ards  the  bequest  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator's 
deceased  wife,  it  is  true,  that,  according  to  PhUps  y.  Evans  (b), 
a  bequest  to  the  next  of  kin  of  a  person  who  is  dead  at  the 
date  of  the  will,  must^  under  ordinary  drcumstanoes,  receive 
an  interpretation  analogous  to  that  adopted  in  the  case  of  a 
bequest  to  the  testator's  own  next  of  kin,  as  regards  &.e 
period  of  ascertaining  who  are  the  persons  intended ;  and  if 
there  be  nothing  in  the  context  to  make  the  words  appli- 
cable to  a  class  to  be  ascertained  at  any  other  time  than 
that  of  the  testator's  death,  those  who  at  the  testator's 
death  are  the  next  of  kin  of  the  deceased  person  named 
in  the  will  would  naturally  be  the  persons  to  taka    But 
here  I  have  two  circumstances,  which  appear  to  me  to 
take  the  present  case  out  of  the  application  of  that  rule. 
I  have,  in  the  first  place,  the  fact,  that  at  the  date  of  the 
will  the  sole  next  of  kin  of  the  deceased  wife  was  her 
daughter,  so  that  the  class  was  one  which  could  not  he 
increased  if  she  survived  the  testator;  and  there  bemg 
already  a  bequest  to  her  for  life,  if  the  gift  over  in  the 
event  of  her  dying  without  leaving  issue  had  also  been 
intended  for  her,  it^  would  have  been  only  natural  for  the 
testator  to  say  so  in  so  many  words,  instead  of  adopting 
the  circuitous  mode  of  expression  which  I  find  in  his  will 
'  I  have,  in  the  second  place,  the  circumstance,  that  the  word 
"then"  is  clearly  used  as  an  adverb  of  time,  referring  to 
the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the  testator's  two  daughters 
without  leaving  lawful  issue ;  and  with  regard  to  the  expres- 
sion "who  shall  then  be  considered/'  I  cannot  hold  the 


(a)  Wheeier  v.  Adams, 


(b)  4  De  6.  &  Sm. : 
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force  of  the  word  ''then''  as  an  adverb  of  time  to  be  ex- 
hausted by  construing  it,  as  Mr.  Justice  Le  Blane  sug- 
gests (a)  such  an  expression  must  be  construed,  as  denoting 
the  time  when  the  inquiry  lis  to  be  made.  To  hold,  as 
was  contended  in  argument,  that  the  parties  to  take  were 
to  be  ascertained,  and  to  take  vested  interests  immedi- 
ately at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  that  all  the 
testator  meant  by  this  expression  was,  that  you  were  not 
to  take  the  trouble  of  considering  who  they  were  until 
the  death  of  the  surviving  tenant  for  life  and  the  &Uure 
of  the  issue  taking  under  the  previous  bequest,  would  cer- 
tainly be  a  very  forced  and  imnatural  construction  to  put 
upon  the  tenns  of  this  will 
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The  case  appears  to  me  to  be  the  converse  of  that  to 
which  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce'a  observations  were 
applied  in  Bird  v.  LuckieQ>).  Concurring  with  what  is 
there  said  by  the  Vice-Chancellor,  citing  Mr.  Justice  Damh- 
pier  in  Driver  v.  Frank  (c),  that  plain  words  are  not  to  be 
deprived  of  their  obvious  meaning  merely  because  that 
meaning  may  lead  to  a  result  which  would  be  capricious 
and  eccentric,  I  think  the  words  here  are  plain  in  favour 
of  a  construction  which  is  neither  eccentric  nor  capricious, 
and  the  question  is,  whether  the  insertion  of  this  expression 
"considered  as'* — an  expression  which,  to  say  the  most,  is 
only  ambiguous — should  induce  me  to  attach  to  those  plain 
words  a  meaning  iifitrodiicmg  eccentricity  and  caprice, 
which,  if  construed  according  to  their  obvious  meaning, 
those  words  would  not  involve;  for,  to  hold  that  the  testator, 
after  giving  a  life  interest  to  his  daughter  with  remainder 
to  her  issue,  intended  by  this  circuitous  mode  of  expression 
to  give  the  whole  to  that  daughter  in  the  event  of  her 
dying  without  issue,  would  certainly  be  capricious  and 
eccentric.     Had  the  expression  been,  "who  shall  then  be" 


(a)  Doe  y.  Lawson,  3  East,  292.  (b)  8  Hare,  301. 

(c)  3  M.  &  Scl.  31. 
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instead  of  "who  shall  then  be  considered,"  the  construc- 
tion would  have  been  perfectly  clear;  and  I  cannot  think 
the  insertion  of  that  doubtful  expression  sufficient  to  alter 
a  construction  which  otherwise  is  clear  and  unambiguoua 

Some  portion  of  the  reasoning  I  have  pursued  in  reference 
to  the  share  bequeathed  by  the  testator  in  this  case  to  hk 
wife's  next  of  kin,  applies  more  strongly  to  that  share  than 
it  does  to  the  share  he  has  bequeathed  to  his  own  next  of 
kin ;  but^  having  arrived  at  the  conclusion^  upon  the  whole 
scope  and  intention  of  the  will,  that  by  the  next  of  kin  of 
his  wife  he  meant  to  denote  the  next  of  kin  living  at  the 
decease  of  the  surviving  tenant  for  life,  I  must  adopt  a  like 
construction  in  reference  to  the  gift  to  his  own  next  of  kin, 
the  position  of  the  two  bequests  in  immediate  connection 
with  each  other  showing  clearly,  as  it  seems  to  me,  that 
the  testator  intended  to  fix  t}ie  same  period  in  each  case 
for  ascertaining  who  were  the  parties  to  take. 

This  being  my  view  of  the  construction  of  the  two  bequests^ 
the  argument  must  be  resumed. 


The  argument  was  then  resumed  upon  the  questions  of 
fact  involved  in  the  first  and  second  paragraphs  of  the 
certificate. 


Jviy  \7th.  The  certificate  was  eventually  confirmed,  and  there  being 

an  intestacy  as  to  the  moiety,  which,  according  to  the  fore- 
going decision,  was  bequeathed  to  such  persons  as  were  the 
testator's  own  next  of  kin  at  the  decease  of  his  surviving 
daughter,  the  Court  declared  that  the  Defendant  Liiler,  as 
personal  representative  of  both  the  testator's  daughters,  was 
entitled  to  that  moiety;  and  that  the  Plainti£b  and  the 
Defendants  Samuel  Wluiiion  and  Martha  Wood,  as  the 
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personfi  who,  at  the  decease  of  the  testator's  surviving        i858. 
daughter,  were  the  next  of  kin  according  to  the  Statutes 
of  Distribution  of  the  testator's  deceased  wife  Sarah,  were 
entitled  to  the  moiety  by  the  will  bequeathed  to  the  last- 
mentioned  next  of  kin. 


ROBINSON  V.  PRESTON.  ^"^"^ 

A.NN  FOSTER,  and  her  sister  Nanny  Foster,  were  stock— Money 

devisees  as  tenants  in  common  of  certain  lands,  producing  J^^  r^amu^ 
a  yearly  rental  of  800Z.  and  upwards,  the  rents  of  which      Tenancy  m 

were  paid  as  they  fell  due  to  the  credit  of  an  account  Joint  Tenancy 
opened  in  their  joint  names  at  the  Craven  Bank  at  Settle,         ship. 

The  two  sisters  were  of  about  the  same  age,  resided  together,  gnms^tock 

and  kept  a  conmion  establishment.     Both  drew  drafts  on  pnrchased  in 

the  joint  nunes 

the  bank  as  they  had  occasion ;  and  the  bankers  were  in  the  of  two  sUters, 
habit  of  investing  portions  of  the  balances  standing  to  to  their  joinr 
the  credit  of  their  joint  account  in  the  purchase  of  stock  ^^*^*^®''^ 
in  their  joint  namea  ^^  under  the 

circnmBtances, 
to  belong  to 

Ann  died  in  March,  1865,  having,  by  her  will,  devised  ^^^n^** 
and  bequeathed  all  her  real  and  personal  estate  and  eflfects  potwithatond- 

*^  *  ing  they  had 

to  her  sister  Narmy  Foster  for  life,  and  she  appointed  the  contributed 
PlaintifiFs  executors  of  her  will.  ^rt booking 

(inter  alia)  to 
the  sonrce 
whence  the  fiinds  were  derived,  viz.  rents  of  land  of  which  the  two  were  tenants  in  common. 

Ab  to  the  effect  of  a  payment  of  moneys,  in  which  two  or  more  persons  are  interested  as 
tenants  in  common,  to  their  joint  account  at  a  banker's,  without  more — Qutere. 

The  mle  as  to  the  investment  of  moneys  in  the  names  of  two  or  more  persons  in  the  pur- 
chase of  property  is  this: — If  invested  in  unequal  shares,  the  purchasers  reinain  tenants  in 
oommon  of  the  purchased  property;  if  in  equal  shares,  and  the  matter  on  the  face  of  it  pur- 
ports to  be  a  joint  tenancy,  it  is  considered  by  this  Court  to  be  a  joint  tenancy,  and  no  equity 
is  supposed  to  intervene  by  which  it  can  be  reduced  to  a  tenancy  in  common. 

Harris  v.  FerifUMton  (16  Sim.  308)  explained. 
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1858.  At  the  death  of  Arm,  15002.  3  per  cent  Consols  and 

50002.  New  3  per  CSents.,  being  the  amount  of  the  sums 
of  stock  purchased  by  the  bankers,  as  mentioned  above, 
were  standing  in  the  joint  names  of  herself  and  her  sister 
Nammy  in  the  books  of  the  Bank  of  England.  A  sum  of 
lOOOZ.,  which  had  been  drawn  in  like  manner  from  their 
joint  account  at  the  Craven  Bank,  was  secured  to  both 
ladies  by  a  mortgage  to  them  of  real  estate  as  tenants  in 
common,  the  covenant  of  the  mortgagor  being  for  payment 
of  the  mortgage  money  and  interest  to  the  mortgagees  in 
equal  moieties,  and  the  instrument  containing  a  declaration 
that  the  two  ladies  would  hold  as  tenants  in  common ;  and 
there  was  also  a  balance  at  the  Craven  Bank  to  the  credit 
of  their  joint  account  amounting  to  31732.  188.  lOd,  and 
cash  in  the  house  in  which  they  resided  amounting  to 
5722. 108.  2\d. 

In  November,  1855,  No/any  was  found  a  lunatic ;  and  in 
1857  she  died. 

Doubts  having  been  raised  by  the  report  of  the  Master 
in  Lunacy  as  to  whether,  at  the  death  of  Ann,  the  sisters 
were  tenants  in  common  or  joint  tenants  of  property  of 
which  at  her  death  they  appeared  to  be  in  joint  ownership, 
the  Flaintiffi  now  filed  their  bill  against  the  personal  repre- 
sentatives of  Nanny  Foster,  and  the  committee  of  her 
estate,  praying  that-it  might  be  declared  that  Ann  Foster 
was  at  her  decease,  and  that  the  Plaintifi&  as  her  executors 
were  now,  entitled  to  one  equal  moiety  of  the  15002. 
Consols,  and  50002.  New  3  per  Cents.,  and  of  the  sums  of 
31732.  188.  lOd  and  5722.  lOs.  2\d.,  as  weU  as  of  the 
10002.  invested  on  mortgage,  and  also  to  a  moiety  of  the 
household  fumitiu^  and  effects  found  in  the  house  at  the 
time  of  her  decease. 

It  appeared,  that^  before  she  became  of  unsound  mind, 
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and  during  the  lifetime  of  her  sister  Ann,  Na/n/ay  Foster 
had  made  a  will,  dated  1838,  and  containing  the  following 
passage : — ''  I  give  and  bequeath  all  my  money,  plate,  and 
]men,  and  my  share  of  all  money  in  the  funds  and  on 
other  securities,  and  of  the  household  furniture,  wine,  car- 
riage, and  all  other  effects,  belonging  jointly  to  my  dear 
sister  Ann  Foster  and  myself,  unto  my  said  sister  Awn 
for  her  own  use  absolutely,  but  charged,  nevertheless,  with 
the  payment  of  all  my  debts,  funeral  and  testamentaiy 
expenses,  and  the  legacy  of  lOOZ.,  which  I  bequeath  to  the 
trustees  or  treasurer  for  the  time  being  of  the  General 
In^rmaiy  at  Leeds.  I  also  will  and  direct^  that,  as  soon  as 
conveniently  may  be  after  the  decease  of  my  sister  An/n 
Fatter,  the  sum  of  S60Z.  stock,  part  of  my  share  of  15002w 
stock  in  the  32.  per  cent  Consolidated  Bank  Anntdties,  now 
standing  in  the  joint  names  of  my  sister  and  myself  shall 
be  transferred  into  the  names  of  John  Oeldard  and  John 
Foster"  And  the  testatrix  declared  certain  trusts  of  the 
last-mentioned  legacy. 
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Statement 


In  a  subsequent  part  of  her  will,  Ncmny  Foster  had 
described  the  lands,  of  which  she  was  tenant  in  common 
with  her  sister,  as  held  by  them  "jointly." 

The  history  of  the  household  furniture  and  effects  did 
Bot  appear;  but  it  was  stated  that  the  sisters  took  them  as 
next  of  kin  of  their  mother  who  had  died  intestate. 


Mr.  R6U,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Prmdergast,  for  the  Plaintiffir, 
contended,  that  they  were  entitled  to  a  declaration  as  prayed 
byihebilL 


ATgyMtmU 


The  two  sisters  must  be  considered  to  have  been  tenants 
in  common  of  the  funds  in  question  and  not  joint  tenanta 
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ArgmMaL 


There  was,  therefore,  no  survivorship ;  but  a  resulting  tnut 
for  each  in  equal  moieties.  The  presumption  in  this  Court 
is  always  against  joint  tenancy,  and  in  favour  of  a  t^oancy 
in  common ;  and  even  if  ths^  rule  w^re  inapplicable,  and 
the  presumption  were  the  other  way,  the  circumstances  of 
this  case — ^the  source  from  which  the  money  was  derived, 
and  the  mode  in  which  the  surviving  sister  speaks  of  it  in 
her  will — ^would  be  sufficient  to  rebut  that  presumpiioa 


Mr.  WHHcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Wickms  for  the  Defen- 
dants— 

The  presumption  on  which  the  Flaintiffi  rely  applies  to 
investments  upon  mortgage,  but  not  to  investments  in  the 
purchase  of  property.  As  regards  the  latter,  the  rule  is, 
that,  where  two  or  more  persons  purchase  property  and 
advance  the  purchase  money  in  vmeqwal  proportions,  and 
this  appears  on  the  deed  itself,  they  stand  towards  each 
other  in  the  position  of  partners,  and  the  survivor  will  be 
considered  in  eqtdty  as  a  trustee  for  the  other  in  proportion 
to  the  sums  advanced  by  each ;  but  where  two  or  more  pur- 
chase property  and  advance  the  money  in  egitoZ  proportions, 
and  take  a  conveyance  to  them  and  their  heirs,  they  will  be 
held  joint  tenants  in  equity  as  well  as  at  law ;  for  the  Court 
will  presume  that  they  intended  to  purchase  jointly  the 
chance  of  survivorship — ^Per  Sir  Joeeph  JekyU  in  Lake  v. 
Oib8on(a),  And  the  distinction  in  this  respect  between 
a  mortgage  and  a  purchase  is  well  founded,  for  a  mortgage 
is  simply  a  loan  to  be  repaid. 

But^  besides  this  presumption,  the  circumstances  of  tbe 
present  case  are  all  in  favour  of  the  conclusion  that  tlie 


(a)  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  290,  pi.  3 ; 
8,  C.J  nom.  Lake  v.  Craddockj  3 
P.  WtDB.  158.  They  dUd  also 
the  other  cases  on  this  subject 


collected  in  White  &  Tudor's 
''  Leading  Cases  in  Equity,**  vol.  L 
pp.  124  &  seq. 
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asters  intended  a  joint  tenancy.  They  were  reBiding 
together,  nearly  of  the  same  age,  and  the  chances  of  survivor- 
ship were  equal.  They  would  naturally  desire  to  avoid  pro- 
bate and  legacy  duty.  The  mortgage  shows,  that^  when  they 
wished  to  be  tenants  in  common,  they  knew  how  to  express 
that  intention,  and  took  pains  to  do  so  even  where  it  was 
sopeifluoua  Had  they  intended  to  be  tenants  in  common 
of  the  stock,  or  of  the  money  at  the  banker's,  nothing 
would  have  been  easier  than  to  purchase  the  stock  in 
equal  moieties,  one  in  the  name  of  eadi  sister,  and^  aa 
regards  the  banker's  books,  to  have  separate  aooounta 
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As  to  the  expressions  in  the  will  of  the  survivor,  even 
there  the  property  is  described  as  **  belonging  jovrMy**  to 
herself  and  her  sister. 

[They  dted  also  Harris  v.  Ferguaaon  (a),  to  show,  that^ 
where  stock  was  standing  in  the  name  of  two  persons, 
notwithstanding  it  was  purchased  with  money  contributed 
by  ihem  in  uneqiial  portions,  the  Court  had  held  the  sur- 
vivor entitled  to  the  whole.] 

Ur.  RoU,  Q.  Q,  in  reply,  explained,  that  as  the  money 
with  which  the  investments  were  made  in  the  purchase  of 
stock  consisted  of  surplus  rents  in  which  the  two  sisters 
were  interested  as  tenants  in  common,  and  the  ladies  had 
bat  one  purse  and  a  common  account  at  their  banker's, 
it  could  not  but  be  contributed  in  equal  portions ;  and  a» 
to  the  word  "  jointly  "  in  the  will  of  Namny  Foster  in  re- 
ference to  the  stock,  she  had  used  the  same  expression  in 
reference  to  the  lands,  which  were  clearly  held  by  both  as 
tenaats  in  common. 


Judgment  reserved. 


(a)  16  Sim.  30S. 
LL  2 
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1858.       Yioe-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  :— 
BoBiKsoir         The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  Flaintiffi,  as 


V, 


P&israoK.     executors  of  Ann  Foster,  are  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  certain 
Mardi\th.    st^cks,  funds,  and  other  property,  which  were  held  under  the 
following  circumstances : — 


Jutfgnmi, 


It  appears  that  this  lady  and  her  sister  resided  together, 
and  they  were  possessed  of  the  following  property. — There 
was  some  household  furniture  and  effects,  the  exact  history 
of  which  does  not  appear ;  it  is  stated  that  they  took  it  as 
next  of  kin  of  their  mother,  in  which  case  that  portion 
would  be  held  by  them  as  tenants  in  common.  There  were 
also  1500Z.  3  per  cent  Consols,  and  50002b  New  32.  per  ceoi 
Annuities,  both  standing  in  their  joint  names;  10002L, 
vested  in  their  joint  names  on  a  mortgage,  as  to  which  there 
was  a  declaration  (unnecessary  in  truth)  that  they  would  be 
tenants  in  common ;  a  sum  of  31732.  188.  lOd,  standing  in 
their  joint  names,  in  the  books  of  the  Craven  bank  hiSeUle; 
and  certain  cash  in  the  house,  of  a  considerable  amount 

The  property  being  thus  situated,  Ann  Foster  died, 
leaving  her  sister  surviving ;  and  the  sister  having  since 
died,  the  claim  is  by  the  executors  of  Ann  to  have  it 
declared  that  they  are  entitled,  upon  the  ground  that  she 
was  tenant  in  common  with  her  sister  of  the  property  in 
question. 

The  law  is  settled  as  to  the  investment  of  moneys 
in  the  names  of  two  or  more  persons  in  the  purchase  ol 
property.  If  invested  in  unequal  shares,  the  purchaseiB 
remain  tenants  in  common  of  the  purchased  property ;  if 
in  equal  shares,  and  the  matter  on  the  face  of  it  purports 
to  be  a  joint  tenancy,  then  it  is  considered  by  this  Court  to 
be  a  joint  tenancy,  and  no  equity  is  supposed  to  intervene 
by  which  it  can  be  reduced  to  a  tenancy  in  common. 

Therefore,  if  this  had  been  a  simple  case  of  so  much 
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money  advanoed  by  each  sister,  and  laid  out  in  stock,  then, 
inasmuch  as  the  sisters  were  residing  together,  and  nearly 
of  the  same  age,  and  the  chances  were  nearly  even  as  to 
which  would  be  the  survivor,  the  case  would  have  been  a 
strong  one  in  favour  of  the  presumption,  that  there  might 
be  a  desire  on  the  part  of  both  ladies  to  avoid  probate  and 
legacy  duty,  and  to  that  end  that  there  should  be  an  actual 
joint  tenancy. 


But  the  circumstances  of  the  case  are  peculiar. 

In  the  first  place,  the  property  has  all  arisen  in  this  way : 
The  ladies  were  tenants  in  common  of  certain  freehold 
lands ;  and  the  money  which  was  at  the  banker's  and  the 
money  which  had  been  invested  in  these  several  securities, 
appear  to  have  been  the  rents  of  those  lands,  which  had 
be^  paid  into  the  banker's  to  their  joint  account 

On  one  occasion  when  the  investment  was  made  in  the 
fonn  of  a  mortgage,  there  was  an  express  declaration  by  the 
ladies  that  they  were  to  be  tenants  in  common  of  the  mort- 
gage security — ^a  declaration  which,  as  it  was  observed  in  the 
argument^  was  unnecessary,  inasmuch  as  in  the  case  of  Petty 
v.  Styward(a),  one  of  the  earliest  authorities,  it  was  held 
Ihat  a  mortgage  taken  by  two,  although  in  equal  shares,  is  a 
tenancy  in  common.  Perhaps  the  ground  of  the  distinction 
in  this  respect  between  a  mortgage  and  a  purchase  is  not 
particularly  dear ;  but  it  has  been  settled,  and  therefore  it 
was  unnecessary  that  any  such  declaration  should  be  made. 
Still  the  fact  of  making  it  indicated,  no  doubt,  the  intention, 
and  showed  what  was  their  desire,  at  all  events  with 
xefisvence  to  that  portion  of  their  savings. 


Besides  that,  there  is  the  additional  circumstance,  that 
(a)  1  Ch.  Rep.  31. 
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,.if5^     the  lady  who  happened   to  be  the  survivor,  before  her 
R0BIV6ON     lunacy,  made  her  will,  part  of  which  was  in  these  words— 


PBBSrON. 


[His  Honour  read  the  passage  from  the  will  as  above, 
and  proceeded-^] 

Now,as  £Eir  as  that  will  goes^  it  is  plain  that  the  testatrix 
considers  herself  as  having  an  interest  not  only  in  the 
furniture — ^which,  if  the  furniture  was  really  held  by  the 
two  sisters  as  tenants  in  common,  would  be  an  additional 
reason  for  looking  upon  the  will  as  indicating  her  impression 
that  the  whole  of  the  property  was  thus  held — but  also  in 
"all  money  in  the  fimdsand  other  securities ; ''  she  speaks  of 
^  her  share  "  in  both,  and  treats  both  as  property,  which,  as 
to  her  share  in  it^  she  can  dispose  of  at  her  death,  and 
which  alter  her  sister's  death  will  still  form  part  of  her  own 
personal  estate  even  in  the  event  of  her  sister  proving  the 
survivor.  It  is  true,  she  speaks  of  the  whole  as  belonging 
''jointly  **  to  her  sister  and  herself;  but  it  wsa  afterwards 
called  to  my  attention,  that  she  uses  the  same  expression 
with  regard  to  her  lands,  which  were  not  held  by  the  sisters 
as  joint  tenants,  but  as  tenants  in  common.  I  do  not  think, 
therefore,  that  the  word  *' jointly''  as  used  by  her  in 
reference  to  these  effects  can  be  construed  in  its  proper  and 
technical  sense.  In  a  certain  sense,  the  whole  of  these 
effects  were  held  by  the  sisters  jointly ;  and  the  use  of  that 
word  cannot,  I  think,  countervail  the  clear  expression  of  i?hat 
she  conceived  to  be  the  nature  of  her  interest  in  the  proper^. 

To  recur  to  the  first  point, — the  souroe  from  which  the 
property  in  question  was  derived, — ^it  was  derived,  as  I  have 
noticed,  from  the  rents  of  lands  held  by  the  two  ladies  as 
tenants  in  common.  It  was  said,  these  rents  might  have 
been  as  easily  paid  in  to  separate  accounts  at  the  banker's ; 
but  that  would  not  have  been  so  convenient  an  airangemeni 
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Probably  it  was  paid  by  Rome  agent  acting  on  behalf  of 
both  ladies  ;  and  I  must  assume  it  to  have  been  ordered  by 
them  to  be  thus  paid. 

I  am  not  aware  of  any  decision  as  to  the  effect  of  a  pay- 
ment of  moneys,  in  which  two  or  more  persons  are  interested 
as  tenants  in  common,  to  their  joint  account  at  a  banker's, 
whether  such  a  payment  would  tsU  within  the  doctrine  as 
to  mortgages,  or  within  that  as  to  purchases ;  and  perhaps 
I  might  be  allowed  to  entertain  some  degree  of  doubt,  if  the 
case  rested  simply  there ;  but  the  bankers  from  time  to  time 
invested  portions  of  these  moneys,  and  I  must  assume  that 
they  did  so  by  the  direction  of  both  ladies,  in  the  purchase 
of  stock  in  their  joint  names ;  which  no  doubt,  as  it  was 
argued,  they  might  have  invested  in  equal  moieties,  one  in 
the  name  of  each  lady. 

Now,  as  to  this  part  of  the  case,  thare  is  an  authority  in 
the  Precedents  in  Chancery,  which  I  find  referred  to  by  Sir 
FiKiom  OrarU  in  Avelmg  v,  Knipe{a).  It  is  the  case  of 
Edwards  v.  Fashion  {b),  and  is  thus  reported : — ^"  A  man 
having  a  mortgage  for  years  makes  his  will,  and  thereby 
devises  all  his  personal  estate,  of  what  nature  soever,  to  his 
executors  in  trust  for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  and  after- 
wards devises  the  residue  and  overplus  of  his  said  personal 
estate  to  his  two  daughters,  equally  to  be  divided  between 
them,  and  diea''  (Among  his  assets  was  a  mortgage,  and) 
'*the  debts  being  satisfied,  the  daughters  contract  with  the 
mortgagor  for  the  purchase  of  the  equity  of  redemption 
a&d  inheritance  of  the  mortgage  premises  to  them  and 
their  heirs;  and  articles  are  executed  on  both  sides  accord- 
ingly, and  a  bill  brought  by  the  daughters  for  a  specific 
execution  of  those  articles,  and  a  decree  obtained  for  that 
purpose;  then  one  of  the  daughters  makes  her  will,  and 
thereby  devises  her  moiety,  share,  and  interest  in  the  said 
(a)  19  Ves.  440.  (6)  Prec  Ch.  332. 
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premises  to  the  Plainti£F;  who  brought  this  bill  to  be  re- 
lieved against  the  proceedings  of  the  other  daughter,  who 
claimed  the  whole  inheritance  by  survivoiship  as  a  joint 
tenancy,  and  had  ejected  the  Plaintiff;  and  the  questioa 
was,  whether  this  purchase  of  the  inheritance  were  a  joint 
tenancy  or  a  tenancy  in  conmion?  The  Master  of  the  Bolls 
decreed  it  to  be  a  tenancy  in  common,  for  so  was  the 
mortgage  devised  to  the  two  daughters  whereon  this  pur- 
chase of  the  eqtiity  of  redemption  and  inheritance  was 
founded ;  and,  therefore,  they  having  several  and  distmct 
interests  as  tenants  in  common  in  the  mortgage,  and  pay- 
ing an  equal  proportion  for  the  purchase  of  the  equily  of 
redemption  and  inheritance,  should  have  that  in  the  same 
manner ;  and  therefore  the  devise  good.^ 


Sir  TTtKiom  GniTi^,  in  speaking  of  that  case  in  Jlt/eJin^v. 
Knip€(a), — a  very  strong  case  in  fitvour  of  a  joint  tenancy, 
where  the  joint  tenancy  was  held  to  exist,  and  not  a  tenancy 
in  common,  in  consequence  of  equal  advances, — oonmients 
upon  it  thus : — He  says,  "There  is  a  case  of  Edwards  v. 
Fashion,  where  two  daughters  of  a  mortgagee  for  a  term 
of  years,  taking  xmder  the  will  the  residue  of  his  personal 
estate,  including  the  mortgage,  equally  to  be  divided  be- 
tween them,  afterwards  purchased  the  equity  of  redemption 
to  them  and  their  heirs :  it  was  held,  under  the  circumstancee^ 
that  there  was  no  survivorship ;  but  it  is  not  stated  as  a 
general  principle  that  articles  of  agreement''  (Aveling  v. 
Knipe  was  a  case  of  articles  of  agreement)  "  must  of  neces- 
sity import  a  tenancy  in  common  when  in  words  it  is  a 
joint  tenancy.  That  case  proceeds  on  the  ground  that  the 
purchase  was  founded  on  the  mortgage ;  and  the  daughters 
being  tenants  in  common  of  the  mortgage,  they  were  held 
to  be  tenants  in  conomon  of  the  equity  of  redemption 
likewise." 


(a)  19Vc8.  443. 
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Thai  is  a  case  that  has  some  bearing  upon  the  present, 
when  one  looks  to  what  was  the  root  of  the  property  now 
m  question,  viz.  rents  of  lands  held  by  the  two  ladies  as 
.tenants  in  common. 

Bat»  besides  the  first  points  as  to  the  root  of  the  property, 
there  is  the  second,  viz.  that  when  it  was  necessary  for  a 
deed  to  be  executed,  as  in  the  case  of  the  mortgage,  there 
was  actually  a  declaration  that  they  woidd  hold  the  money 
80  invested  as  tenants  in  common.  With  regard  to  the  in- 
vestments in  the  purchase  of  stock,  in  those  transactions 
there  was  of  course  no  necessity  for  a  deed  to  be  executed, 
or  any  memorandum  signed. 

Then  I  find  further  the  third  point — ^perhaps  the  strongest 
of  all,  viz.  that  the  sister  who  proved  to  be  the  survivor, 
and  against  whom  of  course  her  own  declaration  may  be 
lead,  by  her  will,  executed  in  the  lifetime  of  her  sister,  not 
only  speaks  of  "her  share ^'  of  the  property  in  question, 
but  affects  to  dispose  of  it  in  favour  of  her  sister;  and, 
further,  on  the  assumption  that  her  sister  will  survive  her, 
she  directs  that^  after  her  sister's  decease^  a  l^acy  of  3502. 
stock  should  be  paid  out  of  a  part  of  the  stock  in  question, 
that  part  standing  exactly  in  the  same  position  as  the  rest 

These  three  circumstances  concurring,  and  the  whole 
being  a  question  of  intention  to  be  ascertained  from  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  it  is  not  illogical  to  say,  that  the 
three  combined  have  a  force  and  carry  a  conviction,  which, 
perhaps,  any  one  of  ihem  taken  alone  would  not  produce. 

As  rq;ards  the  case  of  Harris  v.  F€rgu880n(fl) — a  case 

in  which  the  circumstances  were  peculiar,  and  which  is  very 

shortly  reported — ^it  is,  if  anything,  somewhat  fisivourable  to 

the  contention  of  the  Plaintiffs  that  this  is  a  tenancy  in 

(a)  16  Sim.  308. 
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common.  In  that  case  thare  had  been  two  pniehasesof 
stock  in  the  joint  names — ^the  first  made  with  moneys 
advanced  by  the  two  in  equal  shares,  the  second  with 
moneys  contributed  by  them  unequally.  The  Vice-Chan- 
cellor decided,  that  the  firsts  having  been  purchased  by  the 
two  in  equal  shares,  was  held  by  them  as  joint  tenants; 
''and  he  did  not  see  how  he  could  decide  otherwise  with 
respect  to  the  second " — ^that  is  to  say,  firom  the  circum- 
stance of  the  first  being  a  joint  tenancy,  he  comes  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  second  is  so  also,  there  being  nothing 
to  distinguish  that  transaction  from  the  former,  except  the 
proportions  in  which  the  purchase  money  was  contributed. 


But>  in  the  case  before  me,  I  have  this  £su;t,  that  when 
there  was  any  instrument  to  be  executed,  or  any  intention 
indicated,  that  intention  was  unequivocally  manifested  by 
even  a  superfluous  declaration  that  the  two  sisters  would 
hold  as  tenants  in  common  and  not  as  joint  tenanta  So 
far,  therefore,  as  Harris  v.  Fergueson  goes,  it  is  at  all 
events  not  unfavourable  to  the  Plaintifib'  contention 
Upon  the  whole,  although  the  case  is  one  of  some  diffi- 
culty, the  right  conclusion  appears  to  me  to  be,  that  the 
whole  of  this  property  was  held  by  the  two  ladies  as  tenants 
in  common,  and  the  Flaintifis  are  entitled  to  a  declaration 
as  prayed  in  the  bilL 


Minute  of 
Decree. 


Dbclaration  accordingly.    Costs  of  all  parties  out  of  the  fund. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  517 

1858. 


In  Re  THE  ATHENAEUM  LIFE  ASSURANCE         JtOyith. 
SOCIETY, 

AND 

In  Re  THE  PRINCE  OF  WALES  LIFE  ASSUR- 

RANCE  SOCIETY: 

Ex  Pabtb  DURHAM. 

i^UMMONS  adjourned  from  Chambers,  on  the  hearing  of  inim'm»otC<m' 
an  application  on  the  part  of  Th^  Prince  of  Wales  Society  ^^f^Zu^ 
for  leave,  under  sect  7  of  the  Joint  Stock  Companies  ^^•T^ 
Winding-up  Amendment  Act,  1867,  to  issue  execution,  or  hoider8-~Capi' 
to  take  proceedings  against  Mr.  Dwrhami,  a  shareholder  of  ^a^mwT 
The  AikemBum  Society,  in  respect  of  ll,695i.  6ft,  which  ^""^^^^^ 


The  Prince   of    Wales   Society   had  recovered  in  the    wMmg 

_  -  ^  ,      T»        1  .1  A«   .   ,  ^    20  ^  21  VicU 

Court  of  Queens  Bench  against  the  official  manager  of    e. 78,<.7— 

A  policy  of  in- 

The  instruments  on  which  The  Prince  of  Wales  Society  Burance,  head- 
had  recovered  were  three  policies  of  insurance,  by  which,  ioo,o(M!,"pro- 

vided  that  such 
capital,  and 
other  the  property  of  the  insunuice  society  remaiiiiiig  at  the  time  of  any  claim,  should 
alone  he  liable  to  make  good  all  claims  upon  the  society  nnder  the-policy ;  and  that  no  share- 
holder should,  by  reason  of  the  policy,  be  in  anywise  individually  or  personally  liable  to  any 
snch  claims,  or  be  in  anywise  charged  by  reason  thereof,  beyond  the  amount  unpaid  of  his 
shares  in  this  said  capitaL 

An  application  by  the  assured  for  leave,  under  the  7th  section  of  the  Jdnt  Stock  Companies 
Winding-up  Amendment  Act,  1857  (20  &  21  Vict  c  78),  to  issue  execution  or  take  proceedings 
against  an  individual  shareholder,  who  had  paid  in  mil  upon  his  shues,  in  respect  of  the 
amount  the  assured  had  recovered  in  an  action  on  the  policy  against  the  official  manager  of 
the  society,  was  refused  with  costs,  the  Court  being  of  opinion, — 

^  (1).  That  the  terms  of  the  polipy  preoliided  the  aarazed  from  any  remedy  at  law  against  an 
UkdiTidual  shareholder. 

(S).  That,  even  if,  upon  the  construction  of  the  company's  deed  of  settlement,  the  policy  was 
in  this  respect  less  &vourable  to  the  assured  than  the  deed  required  (which,  semble^  was  not  the 
case),  that  circumstance  could  not  be  insisted  upon  for  the  benefit  of  the  assured,  his  rights 
being  defined  by  the  contract  into  which  he  had  actually  entered. 

(3).  That,  assuming  the  mention  made  in  the  policy  of  the  capital  stock  of  100,0001  to  be 
equivalent  to  a  representation  that  the  society's  capital  actually  amounted  to  100,000/.,  and 
to  be  a  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  directors,  the  capital  subscribed  for  at  the  date  of  the  policy 
not  exceeding  44,0001.,  that  circumstance  would  not  entitle  the  assured  to  have  execution 
•gainst  an  individual  shareholder. 
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in  consideration  of  tlie  sums  therein  expressed  to  have 
been  paid  for  premiums,  The  AthencBV/m  agreed  to  pay 
to  The  Prince  of  Wales  Society,  on  the  death  of  a  Mr. 
Jodrell,  smns  amounting  to  10,5002. 

Each  policy  was  headed  "Capital  100,0002./'  and  con- 
tained a  proviso,  that  the  capital  stock  of  100,0002.  and 
other  the  stock,  securities,  funds,  and  property  of  the  so- 
ciety remaining,  at  the  time  of  any  claim  or  demand  made, 
unapplied  and  undisposed  of  and  inapplicable  to  prior 
claims  and  demands,  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of 
the  society's  deed  of  settlement,  should  alone  be  liable  to 
answer  and  make  good  all  claims  and  demands  upon  the 
society  or  otherwise  imder  or  by  virtue  of  such  policy;  and 
that  no  director,  officer,  or  shareholder  of  the  sodelj,  his 
heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  should,  by  reason  of  sach 
policy,  be  in  anjrwise  individually  or  personally  liable  or 
subject  to  any  such  claims  or  demands,  or  be  in  anywise 
charged  by  reason  thereof,  beyond  the  amoimt  impaid  of 
his  shares  in  the  said  capital  stock,  nor  longer  than  he  should 
retain  the  same  sharea 


It  appeared,  that  the  28th  section  of  the  deed  of  settlement 
of  The  AihencBum  Society  contained  a  proviso  as  follows:— 
"  That  in  every  policy  there  shall  be  contained  a  reference 
to  these  presents,  and  a  proviso  limiting  the  scope  and 
effect  of  the  contract  thereby  created,  so  that  the  same 
shall  take  effect  and  be  satisfied  only  out  of  such  fimds 
and  property  of  the  society  as  under  the  provisions  here- 
after contained  shall,  at  the  time  at  which  such  liability 
shall  accrue,  be  at  the  disposal  of  the  directors  in  that 
behalf,  and  negativing  an  unconditional  liability:  Provided 
always,  that  nothing  herein  or  in  such  contract  con- 
tained, shall  limit  the  liability  of  any  shareholder  as  to  the 
performance  of  such  contract^  or  prejudice  the  rights  of 
any  person  or  persons  against  any  shareholder  under  or  by 
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virtue  of  the  aforesaid  statute/"  meaniog  the  stat  7  &  8 
Vict  a  110,  under  which  the  society  was  registered. 

It  also  appeared,  that  the  capital  subscribed  for  at  the 
time  when  these  policies  were  granted  did  not  exceed 
HOOOZ. 

Mr.  Durha/m  was  the  holder  and  had  been  settled  on 
the  list  of  contributories  in  respect  of  1000  shares  in  The 
Aihenaium,  and  had  paid  up  the  full  amount  of  his 
shares. 
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Mr.  Danid,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  GroAom  Hastings,  on  be- 
half of  The  Prince  of  Wales  Society,  now  applied  for  leave, 
under  the  7th  sect  of  the  Act  of  1857  (a),  to  issue  execu- 
tion or  to  take  proceedings  against  Mr.  Durha/ra,  as  men- 
tioned in  the  summons ;  or  that  Mr.  Dv/rha/m  might  give 
security  for  payment  of  the  sum  for  which  judgment  had 
been  recovered,  as  mentioned  in  the  8th  section  of  the  Act 
Or,  if  the  Court  should  refuse  such  leave,  then  that  the  offi- 
cial manager  might  be  directed  to  make  a  call  sufficient  to 
pay  the  amount  so  recovered. 

The  Plaintiffii  are  not  precluded  from  making  this  appli- 
cation by  the  form  of  the  policies^  even  if  those  policies  are 
to  be  construed  independently  of  the  deed  of  settlement 
of  the  society.  But  that  is  not  the  case,  for,  by  the  28th 
section  of  the  deed,  it  is  provided  that  eveiy  policy  shall  refer 
to  the  deed,  and  that  nothing  in  the  deed  contained  shall 
limit  the  liability  of  any  shareholder  as  to  the  perform- 
ance of  the  contract  comprised  in  the  policies,  or  prejudice 
the  rights  of  any  person  against  any  shareholder  under  or  by 


ArgumaU, 


(a)  20  &  21  Tlet  c  78. 


620 


CASES  m  CHANCERY. 


1858. 


virtueof  the  Ajct  7  &  8  Vict  a  110.  That  promo  must  be 
read  as  part  of  the  policy;  and  thus  interpreted  the  policy 
leaves  the  Flaintiffii  at  liberty  to  proceed  against  any 
individual  shareholder  for  the  amount  of  the  society's  debt^ 
whether  he  hsa  or  has  not  paid  to  the  full  amount  of 
hissharea 

Besides,  in  this  case,  the  policy  contains  a  representation 
that  the  capital  of  the  society  amounts  to  100,000{.  Such  a 
rejnresentation  made  by  the  directors,  when  they  knew  that 
the  capital  subscribed  for  did  not  exceed  44,0002,  was  a 
fraud  on  their  part,  in  respect  of  which  the  shareholders 
are  jointly  and  severally  liable. 

[They  cited  HaUett  v.  DowdaU  (a).] 

Mr.  R6U,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  W.  D.  Lewis,  for  the  official 
manager,  contended  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  precluded  by 
the  terms  of  the  policies  from  any  remedy  at  law  against 
an  individual  shareholder,  whether  such  shareholder  had  or 
had  not  paid,  as  Mr.  DurJumi  had  paid,  in  full  the  amount 
of  his  shares ;  Halket  v.  The  Merchant  Traders  Ship,  Loan, 
and  iTtsuramAie  Association  (6) ;  Hassell  v.  Hie  Merchant 
Traders  Ship,  Loan,  and  Insv/romce  Association  (c).  And 
as  regards  the  28th  section  of  the  company's  deed,  if  any 
thing  in  that  section  was  repugnant  to  its  general  scope,  or 
to  the  contract  entered  into  by  the  policy,  it  was  void : — ^Fer 
Oresswell,  J.,  in  HaUett  v.  DowdaU  (d). 

The  Vice  Chancellor — How  do  you  meet  the  aiga- 
ment  as  to  the  amount  of  the  capital  ?  If  the  shareholders, 
knowing  that  they  were  commencing  business  with  a  capital 
of  50,0002,  profess  to  have  a  capital  of  100,0002,  will  not 
that  have  the  eSGact  of  doubling  the  liability  of  each,notwiih- 
standing  the  dauae  in  the  policy?  Such  a  representation 


(a)  18  Q.  B.  2. 

(b)  13  Id.  960. 


(c)  4  Exch.  525. 

(d)  18  Q.  B.  78. 
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must  clearly  teod  very  materially  to  infltienoo  thoeo  who 
effect  sussozBDces  in  a  society. 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C, — ^If  such  a  case  exists  it  should  be  made 
against  the  company  at  large.  Besides^  it  has  been  held  thai 
a  representation  that  the  capital  of  a  company  is  so  mudi» 
does  not  mean  that  the  whole  iias  been  paid  up^  or  that  all 
the  shares  are  taken ;  nor  was  such  the  case  in  HaUett  v. 
DowdaU,  or  in  the  other  cases  cited. 


18^8. 


Mr.  Amphlett,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  H.  Steven8,{oT  lAi.Durham, 
sQj^x»rted  the  same  contention. — ^The  Flaintifis  might  be 
^titled  to  make  shareholders  liable  indirectly,  by  means  of 
CB3k,sa  ia  LordTaJhoi^a  ca8$,InTe  The  Merchcmt  Trtidera 
Ship,  Loom,  arid  Insurance  A880ciation(a),  But  Mr.Dur- 
lomhad  already  paid  in  full;  and  according  to  the  true  con- 
stniction  of  the  deed,  the  28th  section  {Nrovided  no  more 
than  this,  that  nothing  in  the  deed  ccmtained  should  limit 
the  liability  of  shareholders  to  contribute  to  the  assets  of 
the  society  to  the  fiill  extent  of  their  sharea  Beyond  that 
extent  there  was  a  limitation  to  their  liability. 

Mr.  Damd  replied. 


Vice-Chawcselloe  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

If  in  this  case  there  had  been  any  question  of  fact  to  be 
tried  requiring  the  assistance  of  a  jury,  I  should  have  left 
it  for  a  jury;  but  as  it  is  reduced  to  a  mere  question  of 
law,  I  have  but  one  of  two  courses  open  to  me— either  to 
determine  it  myself,  or  to  request  the  assistance  of  a  com- 
mon law  judga 


Judgmmti, 


(a)  5  De  G.  &  Sm.  386. 
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The  latter  course  is  the  one  I  should  take,  if  I  had 
not  already  the  a^lvantage  of  so  many  opinions  of  common 
law  judges  repeatedly  expressed  upon  the  question.  But 
with  those  opinions  before  me,  it  would  be  an  idle  formality, 
and  would  occasion  useless  expense  to  the  parties,  to  request 
any  judge  to  attend  in  this  Court  merely  for  the  purpose 
of  repeating  what  has  been  decided,  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  and  elsewhere,  in  several,  cases,  which  I  cannot 
distinguish  firom  the  present 


The  contracts  upon  which  The  Prince  of  Wales  Society 
has  recovered  at  law  are  three  policies,  each  of  which  con- 
tains the  following  proviso:  [His  Honour  read  the  proviso 
stated  above,  and  proceeded — ] 

As  regards  the  first  part  of  that  proviso — ^viz.  that  the 
available  assets  of  the  society  shall  alone  be  liable  to  make 
good  the  claims  upon  the  society  by  virtue  of  the  policies, 
the  Courts  of  law  have  held  in  HdUeet  v.  The  Merchamt 
Traders  Ac.  AaaocUxtionip),  and  HaesM  v.  The  Merchant 
Traders  <tc.  Association  (J}%  and  the  decision  has  been 
confirmed  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in  HaUett  v. 
DowdaU{c),  thski,  upon  a  policy  in  such  terms,  the  assured 
is  precluded  firom  any  remedv  at  law  against  individual 
shareholders;  the  contract  being  that  the  assets  of  the 
society  shall  alone  be  liable  to  make  good  the  claim  upon 
the  policy,  an  individual  shareholder,  although  he  has  not 
paid  his  calls,  is  not  Uable  to  be  sued  at  law  upon  the 
policy. 

That  decision  did  not  of  course  affect  the  question  of  the 
Liability  of  individual  shareholders  to  have  calls  made  upon 
them  in  respect  of  such  claims;  and  when  that  question 
had  to  be  considered  in  this  Courts  in  the  first  of  the  cases 


(a)  13  Q.  B.  960. 


{h)  4  Exch.  525. 


(e)  IS  Q.  B.  2. 
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to  which  I  have  referred(a),  in  the  oourse  of  the  winding  up 
of  the  company,  the  Court  held  that  tihe  shareholder  was 
liaUe  to  pay  calls  made  on  behalf  of  the  company.  When 
those  calls  had  been  paid  they  became  assets  of  the  com- 
pany, and  having  once  become  assets  of  the  compemy  they 
were  applicable  to  the  payment  of  claims.  Possibly  some 
question  of  that  sort  may  arise  hereafter  in  the  case  now 
befoiema 

As  r^ards  the  second  part  of  the  proviso — ^viz.  that  no 
shareholder  shall,  by  reason  of  the  policy,  be  individually 
liable  to  the  claims  in  question  beyond  the  amount  impaid 
of  his  shares,  although,  taken  alone,  it  might  seem  to 
imply  that  as  to  that  amount  shareholders  should  be  indi- 
vidually liable,  so  that  to  that  extent  the  assured  would 
bave  a  right  to  proceed  against  individual  shareholders, 
which,  upon  the  first  part  of  the  proviso,  he  would  not 
possess;  yet,  upon  the  whole  of  a  contract  in  these  terms, 
taking  both  parts  of  the  proviso  together,  the  effect  is  other- 
wise. The  Courts  of  law  have  held  in  several  cases  that  the 
effect  of  such  a  proviso  is  to  protect  the  shareholders. 

Such  being  the  effect  of  the  proviso  in  the  policies  in 
question,  unless  there  be  something  special  in  the  deed  of 
settlement  of  this  society,  or  some  equity  arising  out  of 
the  mention  made  in  the  policies  of  the  capital  stock  of 
100,0002w,  the  case  agamst  Mr.  Dwrha/m  is  concluded  by 
repeated  decisiona 

Now,  as  regards  the  deed,  the  28th  section  provides, 
^That  in  every  policy  there  shall  be  contained  a  reference 
to  these  presents,  and  a  proviso  limiting  the  scope  and 
effect  of  the  contract  thereby  created,  so  that  the  same 

(a)  In  re  The  Merchant  Traders  jv.,  Company^  Lard  Talbofs 
C(ue,6ThG.k  Sm.  3S6. 
VOL  IV.  MM 
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Bhall  take  effect  and  be  satisfied  only  oat  of  such  fonds 
and  property  of  the  society,  as,  under  the  provisions  here- 
after contained,  shall,  at  the  time  at  which  such  liabilitieB 
shall  accrue,  be  at  the  disposal  of  the  directors  in  that 
behalf,  and  negativing  an  unconditional  liability.''  If  the 
section  had  stopped  there,  a  question  mighty  perhaps^  have 
arisen  whether  the  only  proper  contract  to  be  made  by  means 
of  the  policies  to  be  granted  by  this  sodeiy  would  not  be 
one  which  should  limit  the  remedy,  in  the  manner  in  which 
it  is  limited  by  the  first  part  of  the  proviso  in  each  of  the 
policies  in  question,  to  the  existing  assets  of  the  oompeny, 
as  in  Lord  ToUhot'a  case.  But  then  comes  this  proviso: 
"  Provided  always,  that  nothing  herein  or  in  such  contract 
contained,  shall  limit  the  liability  of  any  shareholder  as  to 
the  performance  of  such  contract^  or  prejudice  the  rights  of 
any  person  or  persons  against  any  shareholder  under  or 
bv  virtue  of  the  aforesaid  statute.'' 


Now,  if  that  proviso  is  to  be  read  absolutely,  it  makes 
the  whole  clause  unintelligible;  because,  if  the  daim  of 
the  assured  is  to  be  limited,  as  it  is  in  the  first  part  of  the 
clause,  to  the  assets  of  the  society,  and  yet  is  not  to  be 
limited  in  his  rights  against  the  individual  shareholders^ 
there  is  an  inconsistency;  and  if  so,  then,  as  Mr.  Justice 
Cresawell  observes  upon  a  section  which|has  a  considerable 
similarity  to  the  present,  part  of  the  clause  must  be  re- 
jected. Of  course,  I  should  not  think  of  rejecting  any 
portion  of  the  deed  which  could  receive  any  reasonable 
construction;  but,  if  one  part  of  the  clause  provides  that 
there  shall  be  a  limited  liability,  and  another  that  eveiy 
shareholder  shall  be  liable  without  limit,  the  two  are  so 
inconsistent  that  I  should  be  obliged  to  reject  one  of  them. 
But  I  think  the  two  may  be  reconciled  in  the  way  which 
was  suggested  in  argument  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Durham,  In 
one  sense  the  shareholders  shall  be  fully  liable,  and  yet  the 
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liability  shall  be  limited.  In  every  policy  there  shall  be  a 
proviso,  that  the  contract  shall  take  effect  only  out  of  the 
available  assets  of  the  society,  and  so  far  the  liability  shall 
be  limited;  but  nothing  in  the  deed  or  in  the  contract 
contained  shall  limit  the  liability  of  the  shareholder  to 
contribute  to  those  assets  to  the  full  extent  of  the  responsi- 
bility which  under  the  deed  he  may  incur.  Under  the 
deed,  the  shareholders  are  responsible  (inter  se)  to  pay 
in  fuU  to  the  entire  amoimt  of  their  shares.  Every  policy, 
dierefore,  shall  contain  a  proviso,  that  it  shall  be  payable 
only  out  of  the  assets  of  the  society,  but  not  so  as  to  prevent 
the  shareholders  from  being  personally  responsible  (inter  se) 
to  the  full  amount  of  the  calls  upon  their  shares. 


1858. 
In  um 

XTBJBtVXUU 

SOCIBTT, 

AMD 

PBincBOir 
Wales 

SOdBTT; 

Ddbhah's 

CA8B. 

Judgment, 


But  even  if  that  were  not  the  true  construction  of  the 
28ih  section  of  the  deed,  the  Plaintifb  at  law  are  precluded 
fiom  asking  this  relief  against  Mr.  Dwrhoum  by  the  form 
of  the  contract  which  they  have  actually  entered  into  by 
virtue  of  these  policies.  They  have  taken  that  contract^ 
and  have  recovered  upon  it  at  law.  That  contract  is,  that 
they  shall  not  recover  from  any  individual  shareholder  be- 
yond the  amount  of  bis  call&  If  that  contract  is  not  ac- 
cording to  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  society,  if  it  was 
ultr^  vires^  then  it  is  a  contract  upon  which  they  were  not 
at  liberty  to  sue  at  law.  But  their  argument  has  been 
throughout  that  it  was  not  ultrd  vires,  but  entirely  within 
the  scope  of  the  deed ;  and  what  they  contend  is,  that 
they  are  at  liberty  to  import  into  it  from  the  deed  every- 
thing in  their  &vour  which  the  deed  says  shall  be  con- 
tuned  in  it  As  between  the  directors  and  the  contribu- 
tories,  if  it  were  for  the  interest  of  the  contributories  to 
contend  that  the  contract^  in  this  respect^  is  not  in  con- 
formity with  the  deed,  the  question  might  be  argued;  but 
it  is  a  contention  which,  I  apprehend,  could  never  be  in- 
sisted on  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiffs  at  law.    They 
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made  their  contract^  and  must  take  it  as  it  stands.  They 
get  all  they  bargained  for,  but  they  cannot  be  heard  to 
say,  that  if  they  had  known  the  provisions  of  the  deed  th^ 
Would  have  bargained  for  menu  Their  actual  contract  is 
all  they  can  look  to,  and  what  that  contract  gives  them  is 
all  they  can  recover.  ' 

Then,  as  regards  the  mention  made  in  the  policies  of  the 
capital  stock  of  1 00,0002.,  even  assuming  that  to  be  a  repre- 
sentation that  the  capital  stock  actually  amounts  to  100,000]^, 
it  would  not  entitle  the  Plaintiffs  to  have  execution  upon  this 
contract  against  an  individual  shareholder.  If  the  repre- 
sentation was  a  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  directors,  the  light 
course  would  have  been  to  proceed  against  the  whole  com- 
pany in  respect  of  the  fraud,  and  not  against  an  individual 
shareholder.  Whether  such  an  application  would  have  been 
sucoessfrd  after  the  decision  of  Yice-Chancellor  Ki/nderdey 
in  Evcms  v.  CoventTy{a)^  it  is  not  for  me  to  say.  The 
question  whether,  with  this  representation  made  on  Aeir 
behalf  as  to  the  capital  of  the  society,  the  shareholders  are 
not  bound,  jointly  and  severally!  to  make  it  good,  is  one 
which  has  not  been  discussed  in  the  action,  and  could  not 
be  raised  under  a  scire  fru^ias.  The  contract  here  is  not  to 
sue  Mr.  Durha/ni  beyond  the  amount  of  his  shares;  and 
even  if  the  directors  had  said  in  that  contract  "we  hereby 
state  that  the  capital  is  100,0002.,''  I  could  not  hold  Ur. 
Durhcmi  Uable  beyond  the  amount  for  which  he  has  stipu- 
lated to  be  Uable. 


As  r^ards  Mr.  Durham,  therefore,  I  must  refuse  the  sf- 
plication*  I  must  also  allow  him  the  costs,  because  be  has 
been  brought  here  at  his  own  expense. 


But  as  between  the  creditors  and  the  o£Scial  manager, 
(a)  2  Jar.,  N.  S.,  667. 
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it  is  right  that  something  should  be  done.  Creditors, 
who  have  established  their  claims,  should  have  every  rea- 
sonable means  of  enforcing  them;  and  I  shall  be  willing 
to  Usten,  in  chambers,  to  any  proposals  for  making  a  far- 
ihercall,  or  for  marshalling  calls.  Of  course,  I  do  not  think 
it  right  that  the  Plaintiflfe  at  law  should  pay  the  costs  of  the 
company.  I  think  the  question  was  one  which  it  was  right 
to  have  discussed. 


1858* 

Athbnjbum 
Society 

AND 

PunrcBOV 
Wales 

SOOIBTY; 
Dl7BHAM*8 

Ca«e. 
MgnmL 


Tbe  Court  being  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  such  liability  on  the 
part  of  Mr.  Ihirham,  under  the  policies,  as  will  authorise  the  issuing 
of  execution,  or  proceeding  by  way  of  scire  facias  against  him  indi- 
Tidnally  under  the  judgment,  makes  no  order  on  this  application, 
eioept  that  The  Prince  of  Wales  AssMrance  Society  do  pay  him  his 
eoBta.    Hie  official  manager  to  have  his  costs  out  of  the  estate.  ■ 


Mumteqf 
Order. 
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JfUg  22nd  ^ 
2Srd, 


THE  ATTORNEY^ENERAL 

V. 

THE  COUNCIL  OF  THE  BOROUGH  OF 
BIRMINGHAK 


Public  Worht 
-^Prwaie 


Ml 


EivertjptibUe 
amdprivatei^' 
Drainag^-^ 
Nuisamce — 
Towfu  Im- 
pnwemmt 
Cleuuea  Act, 
1847— 10  #11 
Firf.c.34— . 
If^mctUm — 


R  ADDERLET,  the  Relator  and  Haintiff,  was  seised 
of  a  large  family  estate  in  Warwickshire,  situate  upon  the 
river  Ta/me,  which  flows  through  and  on  either  side  of  that 
estate  for  about  three  and  a-half  miles,  running  dose  to 
and  at  the  foot  of  the  park  and  gardens  belonging  to  the 
mansion.  The  Tamie  is  a  private  river,  and  the  bed  and 
soil  of  it  alongside  of  the  Plaintiff's  estate  were  now  vested 
in  the  Plaintiff 


liackea. 


Higher  up  the  stream,  and  at  an  average  distance  of 

ordered  bj  Act  about  seven  miles  fix>m  the  Plaintiff's  estates,  the  Tam 

mw^^^^-  is  joined  by  the  river  Rea,  after  the  latter  river  has  flowed 

to"*ter?  ^^^  through  the  town  of  Bi/mdngham. 

with  the  pri- 

^dividuais;^  Up  to  the  passing  of  the  Birmingham  Improvement  Act, 
^on  th^iJ^ht  ^^^^»  *^®  drainage  of  Birmingham  and  its  neighbourhood 
of  a  single  pro-  ^^s  chieflv  effected  by  means  of  various  small  sewers,  which 

pnetor  to  an  "^  "^ 

injunction  to 

restrain  such  interference,  the  circmnBtance  that  a  vast  population  will  suffar  (d.^.  hy  remtiiung 

nndrdned)  unless  his  rights  are  invaded,  is  one  which  this  Ck>urt  cannot  take  into  oonaideratioQ. 

The  council  of  the  horough  of  Birmingham  were  bound  hy  a  local  Act  of  PluliiiiieDt,  in- 
corporating The  Towns  Improyement  Clauses  Act  (10  &  11  Vict,  c  34),  effectnallj  to  drain 
the  town; — Heldj  that  they  were  not  justified  in  so  caRying  on  their  operations  for  this  pur- 
pose  as  to  drive  away  fish,  and  prevent  cattle  from  drinking  of  the  water  of  a  river  it  s  F*it 
seven  miles  below  the  town  and  where  it  belonged  to  the  Plaintiff. 

HeJd  also,  that,  assuming  the  inhabitants  of  Birmingkam  to  have  had  before  their  i^t^ 
right  to  drain  their  houses  into  the  river,  that  circumstance  would  not  authorise  the  coondi  in 
discharging  the  sewage  in  such  a  manner  as  to  sulyect  the  Plaintiff  to  the  inooBTeoieoee  cf 
which  he  now  complained. 

ffeid  fnrther,  that,  although  Plaintiff  had  submitted  to  the  izgury  for  nearly  foor  yvtf^ 
trusting  to  the  assunuice  of  the  council  that  they  were  carrying  out  a  scheme  of  aevi^  ^ 
which  eventually  the  evil  would  be  removed,  he  was  not  precluded  on  the  ground  of  l*c^ 
from  now  applying  for  an  izgunction,  the  rule  in  such  cases  being,  that  the  men  proipNt  d 
ii^ury  does  not  give  a  right  to  this  relief. 
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floived  into  the  Bea  at  different  points,  and  the  8ewage»        i858. 
owing  to  the  distance  vhich  it  had  to  travel,  and  to  its    XTT^fET- 
flowing  through  a  variety  of  small  outlets,  became  gradually      Genekal 
purified  by  filtration  before  reaching  the  Plaintiff's  estates,    Council  of 
and  had  not  any  perceptibly  bad  effect  upon  the  waters  of  BiunwoHi^. 
the  Tame^  which  were  comparatively  pure  and  clear,  were 
well  filled  with  fish,  and  from  time  immemorial  had  been 
used  by  the  proprietors  of  land  along  the  river  for  brewing 
and  for  agricultural  and  domestic  purposea 


By  the  Birmingham  Improvement  Act^  1851,  which  took 
efiect  on  the  1st  of  January,  1852,  the  mayor,  aldermen, 
and  burgesses  of  the  borough  of  Bvrminghcum,,  by  the 
council  of  the  borough,  were  empowered  to  carry  the  Act 
into  execution.  The  limits  of  the  Act  were  declared  to  be 
the  municipal  boundaries  of  the  borough ;  and  it  was  de- 
clared that  the  Act  should  be  put  in  force  within  those  limits 
or  any  part  thereol  The  Act  incorporated  the  principal 
clauses  of  The  Towns  Improvement  Clauses  Act,  18457(a), 
with  respect  to  making  and  maintaining  the  public  sewers  (b) ; 


(a)  lO&ll  Vict.  c.  84. 

{b)  All  of  such  dauses  were 
thus  incorporated,  except  those 
numbered  23,  2S,  29,  and  34,  and 
except  80  much  of  clause  27  as 
proyided  that  the  council  should 
sabmit  the  pkn  and  estimate  of 
the  work  therein  referred  to,  and 
the  mureyor's  report  theieon,  to 
the  inspector.  Of  the  clauses 
thus  incorporated,  the  most  ma- 
terial are  as  follows  :— 

Ihe  22nd,  which  provides  that 
all  public  sewers  and  drains  with- 
in the  limits  of  the  special  Act, 
and  all  sewers  and  drains  in  and 
^er  the  streets,  with  all  the 
works  and  materials  thereunto 
belonging,  whether  made  at  the 


time  of  the  passing  of  the  special 
Act,  or  at  any  time  thereafter, 
and  whether  made  at  the  cost  of 
the  commissioners  or  otherwise, 
and  the  entire  management  of  the 
same,  shall  vest  in  and  belong  to 
the  commissioners. 

The  24th  clause,  which  pro- 
vides that  the  commissioners 
shall  from  time  to  time,  subject 
to  the  restriction  therein  con- 
tained as  to  the  notice  to  be 
given  and  the  plans  and  esti- 
mates to  be  prepared,  cause  to  be 
made  under  the  streets  such  main 
and  other  sewers  as  shall  be  ne- 
cessary for  the  effectual  draining 
of  the  town  or  district  within  the 
limits  of  the  special  Act,  and  also 
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1858.        and  it  empowered  the  council  to  construct  oeaBpooIs,  or 
Attornst-    ^^^^'  receptacles  for  collecting  and  depositing  the  sewage, 
Gekbbal      water,  and  refuse  from  the  sewers,  drains,  and  other  places 
CoTTNciLoy    within  or  without  the  borough,  and  to  provide  and  lay 
BiuiraoHAM.  pumps,  pipes,  and  apparatus  for  the  collecting  and  distri- 
buting the  same  for  sale  or  otherwise. 


Shortly  after  the  passmg  of  the  Act  of  1851,  the  De- 
fendants, the  council  of  the  borough,  professing  to  act  in 
execution  of  the  powers  thereby  given  to  them,  proceeded 
to  plan  and  construct  a  new  system  of  sewerage  for  the 
town  and  its  neighbourhood,  and  constructed  some  addi- 
tional sewers  in  the  town ;  and  in  the  year  1854,  they 
projected  and  completed  the  construction  of  one  laige 
main  sewer  leading  from  the  town  to  the  river  Twme^ 
through  which  main  sewer  the  whole  or  by  &r  the  greater 
portion  of  the  sewage  of  the  town  and  its  neighbourhood 


all  such  reservoirs,  sluices,  en- 
gines, and  other  works,  as  shall 
be  necessary  for  cleansing  such 
sewers;  and,  if  needful,  they  may 
carry  such  sewers  through  and 
across  all  underground  cellars 
and  vaults  under  any  of  the 
streets,  doing  as  little  damage  as 
may  be,  and  making  full  com- 
pensation for  any  damage  done; 
and  if,  for  completing  any  of  the 
aforesaid  works,  it  be  found  ne- 
cessary to  carry  them  into  or 
through  any  inclosed  or  other 
lands,  the  commissioners  may 
carry  the  same  into  or  through 
such  lands  accordingly,  making 
full  compensation  to  the  owners 
and  occupiers  thereof;  and  they 
may  also  cause  such  sewers  to 
communicate  with  and  empty 
themselves  into  the  sea  or  any 
public  river,  or  they  may  cause 


the  refuse  from  such  sewers  to 
be  conveyed  by  a  proper  channel 
to  the  most  convenient  site  for  its 
collection  and  sale  for  agricultu- 
ral or  other  purposes,  as  may  be 
deemed  most  expedient,  but  so 
that  the  same  shall  in  no  case 
become  a  nuisance. 

And  the  107th  clause,  which 
enacts  that  nothing  in  the  Act 
contained  shall  be  construed  to 
render  lawful  any  act  or  omisBkin 
on  the  part  of  any  person  which 
is,  or  but  for  this  Act  would  be, 
deemed  to  be  a  nuisance  at  com« 
mon  law,  nor  to  exempt  any  per- 
son guilty  of  nuisance  at  com- 
mon law  from  prosecution  or 
action  in  respect  thereof  accord- 
ing to  the  forms  of  proceediog 
at  common  law,  nor  from  the 
consequenees  iqmi  being  con- 
victed thereofl 


SMemettt, 
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was  emptied  and  discharged  direcUy  into  the  Tame,  at  the        issa 
point  where  it  is  joined  by  the  Mea,  at  the  north-eastern    attorney. 
boundaiy  of  the  borough.  Gmraui. 

Council  of 

It  appeared,  that  by  means  of  these  additional  sewers  a  ^»ou<»h  o» 
vezy  oonsidezable  additional  area  of  sewage,  as  compared 
with  the  old  system,  was  carried  off  from  the  town  and  its 
neighbourhood;  and  it  was  part  of  the  new  system  of 
sewerage,  intended  to  be  carried  out  by  the  Defendants,  that 
all  additional  sewers  which  might  thereafter  be  constructed, 
according  to  the  increasing  requirements  of  the  town  and 
Deighbourhood,  should  run  into  this  and  other  main  sewers, 
and  through  them  into  the  river  Tame.  The  bill  averred, 
and  the  averment  was  supported  by  the  evidence,  that  in 
consequence  of  the  new  main  sewer  thus  discharging  itself 
into  the  river  Tame^  the  water  of  the  river  at  the  point  at 
which  it  discharged  itself,  and  thence  downward  to  and 
beyond  the  Plaintiff's  estates,  had  become  so  much  polluted, 
that  fish  could  no  longer  live  there,  cattle  could  no  longer 
drink  of  the  water,  and  sheep  could  no  longer  be  washed 
in  the  river.  It  also  appeared  by  the  evidence  of  numerous 
medical  men,  that  the  diseases  engendered  by  the  miasma 
from  the  river  among  the  inhabitants  of  the  houses  adjoin- 
ing its  course,  had  been  seriously  aggravated  by  means  of 
the  Defendants'  proceedinga 

In  October,  1854,  shortly  after  the  completion  of  the 
main  sewer,  it  became  clear  that  the  emptying  of  the 
sewage  was  producing  serious  injury;  and  the  Plaintiff, 
together  with  Lord  Bradford,  Lord  Leigh,  Sir  Robert 
Peel,  and  other  gentlemen,  signed  and  forwarded  to  the 
Defendants  a  memorial,  complaining  of  the  grievous  injury 
to  which  they  were  subjected.  To  this  memorial,  the 
Plaintiff,  in  November,  1854,  received  from  the  Defendants' 
surveyor  the  following  reply: — 

"  Sir, — In  reply  to  the  memorial  presented  to  the  town 
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18^8.  council  of  this  borough,  and  to  which  your  signature  is 
Ateormbt-    attached,  complaining  of  the  emptying  of  the  sewers  of 

Gkobral  Mrmmgham  into  the  river  Tame,  I  beg  to  state  tiie  exist- 
CouNciL  OF  ins  drainage  of  the  borough  gravitates  by  means  of  natural 
BiBMiNQBAif.  water  courses,  brooks,  and  the  Ilea,  mto  the  Tame ;  oon- 

SM^i^  sequently,  the  injury  of  which  you  complain  arises  from 
natural  causea  The  council  are  now  constructing  a  new 
system  of  sewers  of  vast  extent,  for  the  purpose  of  effect- 
ing a  perfect  drainage  of  the  borough,  the  mains  of  which 
are  in  a  forward  state,  but  not  sufficiently  so  to  receive  the 
lateral  and  house  drain&  To  accomplish  this  every  effort 
is  being  mada  The  main  sewers  have  one  common  outlet 
near  the  TaToe  previous  to  discharging  their  contents  into 
the  river.  It  is  intended  to  extract  the  manure  from  the 
sewage,  and  manufactiure  it  into  a  highly-concentrated 
fertiliser  for  agricultural  purposes.  The  fluid,  after  the 
operatioD,  will  pass  into  the  2Wie  in  a  comparative  pure 
stata  Permit  me  to  assure  you,  sir,  as  also  the  other 
memorialists,  that  it  is  the  earnest  desire  of  the  Public  Works 
Committee,  to  whom  the  council  have  entrusted  the  conduct 
of  the  works  in  question,  to  complete  them  at  the  earliest 
possible  period,  and  thus  effectually  remove  the  nuisance 
of  which  you  complain." 

The  Plaintiff  took  no  further  proceedings  beyond  fre- 
quently urging  the  corporation,  in  a  correspondence  which 
continued  up  to  the  filing  of  the  bill,  to  expedite  the 
completion  of  the  scheme  mentioned  in  this  letter,  until 
July,  1858,  when,  as  the  evil  had  not  been  removed, 
the  present  information  and  biU  was  filed,  praying  that 
the  Defendants  might  be  restrained  fix>m  causing  or 
permitting  the  main  sewers  to  discharge  themselves  into 
the  river  Tame,  and  thereby  polluting  and  injuring  the  river, 
and  from  causing  or  permitting  the  sewage  of  the  borough 
in  any  manner  to  drain  or  pass  into  the  river  TavM,  or  to 
become  a  nuisance  or  injurious  to  the  public  healtL 
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It  appeared,  that^  since  the  filing  of  the  bill,  a  seoond 
main  sewer  had  been  opened  into  the  Tome  above  the 
Plaintiff's  estates,  mth  results  similar  to  those  produced  by 
the  former. 

Evidence  was  adduced  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  to 
show  that^  previously  to  the  incorporation  of  the  borough, 
the  inhabitants  of  Bi/rrnvngham  and  ol^er  neighbouring 
townships  had  a  vested  and  indefeasible  right  or  easement 
by  prescription  to  drain  their  sewage  into  the  Rea,  and 
thence  into  the  Ta/me. 


1858. 

Attobnbt- 
Gmbmral 
r. 
Council  of 
bobouoh  of 
BnuaNOHAM. 

Siaiemeia. 


Mr.  RoU,  (^C,  and  Mr.  Rodwell,  in  support  of  the  motion, 
would  not  ask  immediately  for  the  order  sought  by  the  notice 
of  motion.  The  Plaintiff  was  desirous  not  to  press  hardly 
upon  the  Defendants,  and  was  willing  that  the  Court  should, 
by  way  of  indulgence,  afford  them  every  opportunity  of 
removing  the  evil  complained  of.  He  would  be  satisfied 
with  an  interim  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from 
opening  additional  public  sewers  into  either  of  the  main 
sewers,  and  an  imdertaking  as  to  those  already  opened,  as 
in  the  AUomey-Oevsral  v.  The  Luton  Local  Board  of 
HeaUh(a). 


iir^Mmefil. 


With  r^ard  to  the  undertaking,  however,  it  must  be  so 
definite,  as  to  afford  the  Plaintiff  a  guarantee,  on  which  he 
can  rely,  that  something  effectual  shall  be  done  before 
Michaelmas  term.  The  Defendants  have  already  been 
allowed  four  years  for  making  their  experiments,  and 
vague  assurances  that  they  will  continue  to  do  their  best 
are  now  inadequate;  there  must  be  a  defiinite  imdertaking 
that  they  will  immediately  resort  to  the  most  effectual 
operations   and  resources  which  science  has  discovered, 


(a)  2  Jut.,  N.  S.,  180. 
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1858.  either  by  way  of  some  new  system  of  drainage,  or  tot 

Attornbt-  deodorizing  the  sewage  before  it  reaches  the  Flainiiff    If 

Gknejiai,  jjq  i^j^  gj^  attempt  be  made  before  Michaelmas  tenn. 

Council  of  the  Flaintifif  must  then  ask  to  have  the  nuisance  abated 

Borough  of 

BiBMnroHAic  at  any  oosL 

ArgumetiL 

It  will  be  said  that  the  Plaintiff  should  have  made  thid 
application  before  the  Defendants  had  expended  their 
funds  upon  the  operations  which  the  bill  seeks  to  restrain; 
but^  had  he  done  so,  he  would  have  been  met  by  the  objeo- 
tion  that  the  Defendants  had  a  right  and  were  bound  to 
drain  the  town,  provided  they  created  no  nuisance,  and 
that  no  nuisance  would  eventually  be  created;  and  upon 
that,  any  motion  at  an  earlier  date  would  have  been  dis- 
missed with  costs,  as  in  Hainee  v.  TcLyloTifi)^  upon  the 
ground  that  the  Plaintiff's  right  does  not  arise  until  the 
nuisance  has  been  established. 

Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  SpringaU  Thompson,  for 

the  Defendants : — 

The  Defendants  do  not  deny  that  the  evil  complained 
of  is  highly  offensive;  they  have  hitherto  done,  and  will 
continue  to  do,  their  utmost  to  remedy  the  evil;  but  if  put 
upon  their  defence,  they  submit,  that»  under  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  the  Plaintiff  would  not  be  entitled  to 
relief  even  at  law,  and  much  less  in  this  Court 

Though  highly  offensive,  the  evil  is  not  what  the  law 
considers  a  nuisanca  Besides,  fix>m  time  immemorial,  the 
inhabitants  of  Birmingha/m  have  had  a  prescriptive  right 
to  drain  their  houses  into  the  Rea,  and  thence  into  the 
Tavne.  The  Defendants^  representing  the  entire  body  of 
inhabitants,  possess  their  collective  rights  in  this  respect, 
and  are  bound  by  this  Act  to  exercise  those  rights,  in 
.    (a)  2  Fhill.  209. 
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order  to  effect  a  thorough  drainage  of  the  towxL    As  to  IS6B. 

this,  the  24th  section  of  the  General  Act(a),  incorporated  jlttoknby- 

in  their  Local  Act^  is  imperative;  and  neither  in  that,  nor  Gbn^kal 

in  any  other  section  of  either  Act^  is  there  anything  which  Codhcil  of 

requires  the  consent  of  neighbouring  proprietors  whose  BnuoiroHAic. 

property   may   be   injured — a    circumstance   which    dis-  ArymnenL 
tinguishes  this  case  from  that  of  the  Attorney-'Cfeneral  y. 
The  Luton  Local  Board  ofHeaUhQ)). 

This  is  not  an  evil  caused  by  an  individual  in  the  pursuit 
of  his  own  private  gain,  but  by  a  public  body  in  the  dis- 
charge of  a  public  duty  which  the  legislature  has  imposed 
on  them. 

But^  assuming  that  a  Court  of  law  would  give  relief,  it 
is  not  a  case  in  which  this  Court  should  interfere.  Rightly 
interpreted,  the  107th  section  of  the  General  Act  is  express, 
that  it,  in  carrying  on  their  operations,  the  Defendants 
occasion  what  at  common  law  would  amount  to  a  nuisance^ 
at  common  law  must  the  remedy  be  sought  Besides,  the 
jarisdiction  by  injunction  is  one  which  has  ever  been  exer- 
cised with  great  caution,  and  only  where  the  interference 
of  the  Court  is  clearly  necessary  to  prevent  great  mischief; 
and  if  &r  greater  mischief  will  be  occasioned  by  its  inter- 
ference, the  Court  will  refuse  to  interfere:  Attom&y" 
Oeneral  v.  Cleaver  (c),  Blakemore  v.  The  Olamorgamr 
fhvre  Canal  Navigation  (d).  The  Earl  of  Ripon  v. 
H6bart(fi),  AUomey-Oeneral  v.  The  Sheffield  Gas  Conr 
ewmers  Cornpam^y  (/).  To  hold  otherwise,  would  be  ^to 
invert  the  purpose  for  which  an  injimction  should  be 
lased" — ^Per  Lord  Cottenham,  in  Neilaon  v.  Thonypeon{g). 

(a)  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  84.  (e)  3  Id.  169. 

(J)  2  Jut.,  N.  8.,  180.  (/)  3  D.  M.  G.  804. 

(0)  18  Yes.  211.  (^)  1  Webster's  '*  IkX/eat  Cases,** 

(<0  1  My.  k  K.  154.  286. 
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1868.  Here  the  evil,  that  must  enmie  if  the  Court  should  inter- 

Attobmet-  ^^^>  would  be  incalculable.     If  the  drains  are  stopped,  as 

Gkkbral  prayed  by  the  bill,  the  entire  sewage  of  tiie  town  will 

Ck>inrGiLov  overflow.    Bi/rmirigham  will  be  converted  into  one  vast 

BntMnroHAM.  oesspool,  which,  in  the  course  of  natiure,  from  the  great 


elevation  of  the  town,  (450  feet  above  the  sea  level),  must 
empty  itself  into  the  Tame  as  before,  only  in  a  £ar  more 
aggravated  manner.  The  deluge  of  filth  will  cause  a 
plague,  which  will  not  be  confined  to  the  250,000  in- 
habitants of  Birminghann,  but  will  spread  over  the  en- 
tire valley  and  become  a  national  calamity.  The  increase 
of  population,  inseparable  from  the  progress  of  a  nation  in 
industry  and  wealth,  is  attended  of  necessity  by  incon- 
venience to  individuals,  against  which  it  is  in  vain  to 
struggle.  In  such  cases  private  interests  must  bend  to 
those  of  the  country  at  larga  The  safety  of  the  public  is 
the  highest  law. 

The  Vicb-Chancellor. — ^We  cannot  talk  of  that  in  this 
Court  Here  the  safety  of  the  public  is  that  which  the 
l^slature  has  said  is  for  the  safety  of  the  public,  and  no 
more. 

Mr.  WiUcock. — But  we  must  look  to  the  nuisance  to  all, 
and  not  to  anybody  in  particular. 

Besides,  the  Court  will  consider  the  inconvenience  of 
such  an  order  as  is  prayed  by  the  bill,  if  the  cause  should 
ever  come  to  a  hearing.  Suppose  Defendants  to  do  their 
utmost,  so  far  as  human  genius  can  go,  to  obviate  the  evS 
complained  of,  the  Attorriey-OeTierdl,  as  represraiting  the 
public  generally,  may  still  complain  that  there  is  a  nuisance 
and  insist  that  there  has  been  a  breach  of  the  injunction. 
Fifty  experiments  may  £Bdl,  and  as  many  applications  be 
made  to  this  Court,  allying  that  the  injunction  has  been 
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broken:  Collins  v.  Phumh(a).    Such  questions  belong  to        1858. 

a  Court  of  criminal  jurisdiction,  and  not  to  this  Court  Attobkbt- 

Gbnx&ai* 

Consider,  again,  the  difficulty  of  framing  such  an  order.    Comroii.  or 
The  order  must  either  be  specific,   that  certain  definite   Bibkihohak. 
and  specified  works  be  done  to  remedy  the  evil,  or  general     j~^ 
aad  vague.    If  specific,  it  will  embarrass  the  Defendants, 
who  are  already  using  their  utmost  endeavours,  and  may 
find  a  course  which  would  prove  much  more  successful 
than  that  ordered:   if  general  and  vague,  it  would  fall 
within   Lord   OoUenhamfa  objections  in   Gather  v.  The 
Midicmd  RaUAvay  Compcmy(b\  enunciating  merely  what 
the  Act  of  Parliament  has  already  enunciated.    In  either 
case  it  will  be  an  order  of  which  the  Court  could  not 
possibly  secure  the  performance.    The  dignity  of  the  Court 
requires  that  it  should  not  order  that  which  it  cannot 
enforce,   or  which,  if  enforced,  might   end   in  a  worse 
nuisance  then  before. 

Here  there  has  been  and  is  perfect  bona  fides  on  the 
part  of  the  Defendants  in  doing  their  utmost ;  they  are 
still  using  every  means  to  prevent  the  nuisance  complained 
o£  They  cannot  nor  can  this  Court  compel  them  to  effect 
impossibilities;  but  they  are  trying,  and  will  continue 
to  try,  every  experiment  which  science,  as  it  advances,  can 
suggest;  and  an  undertaking  would  only  fetter  them,  by 
compelling  them  to  adopt  some  one  which  might  not  prove 
the  most  effectual 

[They  contended  further,  that,  in  any  events  the  Plaintiff 
having  allowed  the  Defendants  from  1854  to  carry  on  the 
system  of  drainage  of  which  he  now  complained,  and  to  ex- 
pend all  their  funds  in  carrying  it  out^  was  precluded  by 
his  own  laches  from  asking  this  relief;  and  insisted,  that^ 
their  funds  being  now  exhausted,  it  was  impossible  for  them 
(a)  16  Ves.  454.  (5)  2  PhilL  471. 
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Attornet- 

GSNSBAL 
V, 

Council  ov 
BoKouoH  or 

BiKMINOHAir. 

Judgment 


their  own  f^ccAi,  is  one  wbich  it  ifi  entirely  beside  the  par- 
pose  to  ajgne  in  this  Court 

Now,  the  Plaintiff's  rights  are  these: — ^He  has  a  dear 
right  to  enjoy  the  rirer,  whidi,  brfore  the  Defendants'  opo^ 
ations,  flowed  nnpolltited — or,  at  all  events,  so  far  un- 
polluted that  fish  conld  live  in  the  stream  and  cattle 
would  drink  of  it, — through  his  grounds,  for  three  mileB 
and  upwards,  in  exactly  the  same  condition  in  whidi  it 
flowed  formerly,  so  that  cattle  may  drink  of  it  without 
injiuy,  and  fish,  which  were  accustomed  to  frequent  it^ 
may  net  be  driven  elsewhere.  He  is  entitled  to  the  full 
use  and  benefit  of  the  water  of  the  river  just  as  he  enjojed 
them  before  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Act,  unless  there 
be  in  that  Act  something  which  says  he  is  not  to  enjoy 
them  any  longer.  That  is  the  only  question  I  have  ,to  ixj, 
and  when  I  have  tried  that  question  I  arrive  at  the  mea- 
sure of  the  rights  of  both  parties. 

As  regards  the  discretion  the  Oourt  should  exercise  where 
such  rights  exist;  if  the  Plaintiff  finds  the  river  so  polluted 
as  to  be  a  continuous  injuiy  to  him, — i^  in  order  to  assert 
his  right,  he  would  be  obliged  to  bring  a  series  of  action^ 
one  every  day  of  his  life,  in  respect  of  every  additional  in- 
jury to  his  cattle,  or  every  additional  annoyance  to^himsetf 
(not  to  mention  the  permanent  injury  which  he  would  sos- 
tain  in  having  the  water, — ^which,  as  it  passes  along  ihe 
course  of  his  land,  is  his  property, — so  damaged  that  he 
cannot  use  it),  then  the  Oourt  will  properly  exercise  iti 
discretion  by  granting  an  injunction,  to  rdieve  him  fnm 
the  necessity  of  bringing  a  series  of  actions,  in  order  to 
obtain  the  damages  to  which,  soeh  continual  and  daSy 
annoyance  entitles  hiuL 


In  one  respect^  it  is  true  airguments  as  to  the  discieticD 
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wbich  the  Court  should  ezerdse  in  a  case  like  the  present,        is^s. 

mfty  Tery  properly  be  addressed  to  ity  viz.  that  before    att^utbt- 

granting  an  injunction  compelling  the  sudden  stoppage  of     ^u^skal 

works  like  these,  inasmuch  as  such  an  injunction  might    Council  or 

produce  a  oonaideiBble  injuiy,  the  Court,  by  way  of  indul*  Bomixquam. 

geno^  would  afford  the  Defendants  every  conceivable  feci-     rn^mat 

lity  to  enable  them  to  remedy  the  evil  complained  o£    But 

when  I  am  told  that  they  have  already  done  their  ntmost 

and  spent  all  their  money  in  endeavouring  to  remedy  that 

evil,  and  that  now,  in  order  to  discharge  the  duties  which 

the  Act  has  imposed  upon  them,  they  have  no  alternative 

bat  to  override  the  rights  of  private  individuals^  the  answer 

IB  this: — If  they  have  not  funds  enough  to  make  further 

experiments,  they  must  apply  to  Parliament  for  power  to 

niae  more  money.    If,  after  all  possible  experiments,  they 

caimot  drain  Birmvngham  without  invading  the  Plaintiff's 

private  rights,  they  must  apply  to  Parliament  for  power  to 

invade  his  rights;  and  if  the  case  be  one  of  such  magnitude 

aa  it  is  represented  to  be^  Parliament,  no  doubt^  will  take 

measures  accordingly,  and  the  Plaintiff  will  protect  himself 

as  best  he  may. 

As  regards  the  Plaintiff's  rights,  therefore,  the  only  ques- 
tion I  have  to  consider  is»  whether  the  nuisance  has  been 
created  l^  the  act  of  the  Defendants;  and  I  cannot  hesitate 
to  aay  that  it  has.  It  was  argued,  that  the  inhabitants  of 
Birmmghami  had  a  right  to  drain  their  houses  into  the 
Rect,  and  thence  into  the  Tame;  but  this  at  least  is  in 
evidence,  that  the  alleged  right  as  exercised  (assuming  it 
to  be  a  right)  did  not  pollute  the  water  of  the  Tame  as 
it  does  now— did  not  kill  the  fish  or  prevent  cattle  firom 
drinking  of  the  river ;  but  immediately  the  Defendants' 
leweis  were  opened  the  fish  were  killed  in  the  river,  and 
cattle  would  no  longer  drink  of  it ;  and  there  cause  and 
offset  are  clearly  pointed  out 

nn2 
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1858.  The  same  sort  of  aigmnent  was  addressed  to  me  in  tbe 

AnoBMST.  If't^f^^on  ca8e(a).  There  it  was  contended,  and,  in  fiict,  the 
Gbnbral  Plaintiff  admitted,  that  the  inhabitants  had  a  right  to  open 
CounciL  OF  their  sewers  into  the  river ;  and  the  Defendants,  acting  on 
BzBMiNOHAx.  behalf  of  the  community,  claimed  to  exercise  all  the  rights 
Ju^^mmt  ^^^<^^  ^^  several  members  possessed.  But  the  answer  is 
this: — ^The  right  thus  claimed  is  like  that  which  exists  in 
the  case  of  adjoining  mines  upon  different  levels.  From 
the  necessily  of  the  case,  eveiy  ovmer  of  a  mine  most 
submit  to  the  inconvenience  of  having  the  water  of  an 
adjoining  mine  upon  a  higher  level  descend  upon  his  mine 
so  long  as  it  descends  in  the  natural  course  of  drainage;  but 
that  does  not  entitle  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  mine  to 
throw  upon  him  in  some  other  and  more  objectionable  way 
water  which  might  be  allowed  to  descend  upon  him  in  a 
modified  form,  not  occasioning  the  same  amount  of  in- 
jury to  his  property.  So  here,  before  the  Defendants' 
operations,  the  drainage  of  Birmmghani,  entering  the 
river  in  driblets  and  at  different  parts  of  the  stream,  was 
laigely  diluted  before  it  reached  the  Plaintiff's  property, 
and  did  not  subject  him  to  that  inconvenience  of  whidi  he 
now  comp1ain& 

I  have  now  to  look  to  the  Act  of  Parliament^  and  consider 
whether  the  Legislature  have  given  the  Defendants  power 
to  interfere  with  the  river  in  the  manner  complained 
of  by  the  Plaintiff.  Now,  independently  of  the  proviso  in 
the  24th  section  of  the  Qeneral  Act(&),  that  what  the  Act 
requires  to  be  done  must  be  so  done  that  the  same  shall  in 
no  case  become  a  nuisance,  the  107th  section  has  been 
pointed  out  to  me,  which  enacts  ''that  nothing  in  the  Act 
contained  shall  be  construed  to  render  lawful  any  act  or 
omission,  on  the  part  of  any  person  which  is,  or  but  for  this 

(a)    The  AUomey  General  v.      HedUk^  2  Jur.,  N.  S.,  180. 
The    LuJbm    Local    Board    of         (5)  10  &  11  ^Ict  c  84. 
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Acl  would  be,  deemed  to  be  a  nuisanoe  at  common  law.^        1858. 
It  was  argued  on  behalf  of  the  Drfendants  that  this  section    a^^^!|^. 
must  be  read  as  amounting  merely  to  a  direction  that  all     G»k«kal 
nuisances  at  common  law  are  to  be  left  to  Courts  of  common    Council  of 
law  to  punish.     But  that  is  not  my  interpretation  of  the  BuucuraHAiL 
section.    The  24th  section  was  plainly  intended  as  saving      ^nZj^f 
to  every  person  aU  his  rights  in  respect  of  acts  or  omissions, 
which,  independently  of  the  Act^  would  be  a  nuisance. 
Nothing  done  under  the  Act,  and  which  would  be  a 
nuisaQce  at  common  law,  is  to  be  deemed  authorised  by 
the  Act     If  it  be  a  nuisance  at  common  law,  the  rights 
of  the  party  injured  are  unaffected  by  the  Act    The  juris* 
diction  of  this  Court  is  founded  upon  the  existence  of  a 
right  at  common  law,  which  right  can  only  be  exercised  at 
law  by  means  of  an  indefinite  series  of  actions,  which  the 
Court  supersedes  by  at  once  stopping  the  whole  mischief 
complained  of.     It  is,  therefore,  clear,  that  nothing  in  this 
Act  contained  has  given  the  Defendants  any  right  so  to 
interfere  with  the  river  as  to  produce  the  nuisance  of  which 
the  Plaintiff  complains.    It  is  true,  they  are  compelled  by 
the  Act  thoroughly  to  drain  the  town;  but  they  are  also 
compelled  so  to  drain  it  as  to  bring  themselves  within  the 
provisions  of  the  Act^  which  says  that  it  shall  not  be  law- 
ful for  them  to  do  anything  which  at  common  law  would  be 
deemed  to  be  a  nuisance.    How  the  town  is  to  be  thoroughly 
drained  without  causing  a  nuisance,  is  the  business  of  the 
Befendaots  to  discover.    It  is  no  business  of  the  Plaintiff; 
and  if  it  should  prove  an  impossibility,  the  a^rgument  does 
bat  come  back  to  the  same  point:  the  town  must  remain 
nndrained,  unless  the  Defendants  obtain  another  Act  of 
Parliament^  enabling  them  to  do  that  which  at  present  the 
law  will  not  allow. 

It  was  argued,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  precluded  from 
makbg  this  application  by  his  own  delay, — which,  if  unex- 
plained, would  have  struck  me  at  once  as  an  objection. 
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teeing  tix9A  the  system  of  drainage,  of  which  he  now  oom- 
pUinfl^  was  devised,  and  partly  ezecnt^  as  long  ago  ss  the 
.year  16M.  In  October,  1854,  the  Plaintiff  and  othen 
CovKoii^oF  wnoto  to  the  Defendants,  complaimi^  of  the  injuiy  to 
BaMaoaMM,  whidi  they  were  tiien  sabjected  by  the  Defendants'  opeia- 
M^maiL  ^<^°>>  ^^^  "wh&t  is  the  answ^  to  that  applicalaon?  [The 
Yice-CSbanoeUor  lead  the  surveyor's  letter  of  November, 
1854.]  In  that  state  of  things  I  cannot  in^te  any 
ladies  to  the  Flainltiff  After  the  repvesentations  in 
that  letter,  he  oould  not  have  come  here  to  zestraia  the 
Defendants  from  making  the  works  without  waiting  to  see 
whether  they  would  comply  with  the  Act  of  Parliament  (as 
he  was  bound  of  course  to  suppose  that  thq^^  would  do), 
and  take  care  that  when  the  sewage  was  disdutfged  into 
the  Toume,  it  should  be  either  deodorized,  or  otherwise 
testored  to  a  <x)mpairatively  pure  state,  as  they  had  pro- 
Diised  in  their  surveyor's  letter. 

In  this  respect,  and  at  this  stage  of  the  proceedings,  the 
ease  resembles  one  which  was  originally  before  m^  but 
was  afterwards  transferred  to  the  Master  of  the  Bolls— 
that  of  The  M(m<Aester,Sbejffieldy€md  Liaicohshvre  JSailr 
njoa/g  Oom/pamy  v.  Tht  Worksop  Boa/rd  of  HeaUh{a). 
There  the  Defendants  had  made  a  main  sewer  opening 
into  the  Plaintiff's  canal,  and,  further — and  this  wbis  cer- 
tainly a  most  suspicious  circumstance — they  had  laid  a  series 
of  pipes  leading  from  all  the  houses  of  the  town  towards  this 
main  sewer,  but  ending  in  blind  holes.  At  the  same  time^ 
they  had  always  told  the  Plainti£b  that  they  had  no  inteo- 
tion  to  drain  the  sewage  from  the  houses  by  means  of  those 
pipes,  bixt  only  the  natural  water.  At  last,  two  of  the  pipes 
were  opened  into  the  canaL  Still  the  Defendants  said,  they 
were  going  to  have  a  grand  scheme  of  drainage,  and  when 
that  scheme  was  complete,  the  sewage  would  not  go  into 
the  canaL  In  this  state  of  things,  when  the  case  cscme 
(a)  23  Beav.  108. 
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before  me,  I  tfaoughi  I  wes  bouiid  ia  toka  ithejr  word  that        1858. 
they  did  aot  intend  to  do  ao,  aiid»  aooordingly,  I  put  them    att^ot- 
under  ma  undertaking  not  to  opeii  anj  (sdde  8ewer  or  other     Gun&u. 
sewer  into  the  main  sewer;  and,  that  undertaking  being    Gourgzi.  ov 
given,  I  ordered  the  cause  to  stand  over,  with  liberty  for  bhuunoh^ 
the  Plaintiflh  to  bring  such  action  as  they  might  be  advised^     jt^Z^mt 
and  liberty  for  either  party  to  apply.     No  action  was 
brougbtb    The  cause  was  transferred  to  liie  Master  of  the 
Rolls;  and  when  it  came  on  to  be  heard,  the  Master  of 
the  Bolls  felt  the  same  di£Sculty  which  I  had  felt^  the 
act  not  beiog  yet  done,  and  the  question  being  whether  it 
would  be  a  nuisance  in  case  the  act  were  doAe.    He  says : 
— "  I  think  it  is  impossible  for  this  Court  to  grant  a  man- 
datory injunction  to  compel  the  Defendants  to  undo  all 
the  works,  which,  as  they  allege,  are  absolutely  necessary 
to  a  plan  they  will  have  to  form  for  the  drainage  of  this 
district  under  the  duties  imposed  upon  them  by  the  L^;i8r 
lature,  and  by  which  they  wUi,  as  they  allege^  carefully 
guard  a^gainst  the  evil  apprehended  by  the  Plaintiffk     If 
it  should  hereafter  aj^^ear  that  the  Defendants  are  not 
acting  bon&  fide — that  iixeix  assertions  are  devoid  of  truth 
— this  Court  must  deal  with  them  as  it  best  can;  but,  aA 
present,  I  am  of  opinion,  th«t  this  Court  must  give  feith 
to  the  solemn  and  repeated  eeserticws  that  they  do  not 
intend  to  inflict  this  injury  on  the  Plaintiffi'X^).    And 
although  he  ended  by  granting  an  iiijvnotion  as  to  seweiB 
already  opened,  or  to  be  4)penect  into  the  main  sewer,  so 
long  as  the  latter  shotdd  discharge  itself  into  the  Plaintiff's 
canal,  he  did  not  otherwise  interfere  with  the  works  which 
had  occasioned  apprehension  to  the  Plaintiffe.    He  feltit 
doubtfiol  whether  the  Plainti£b  had  acquired  any  right  to 
interfere  at  alL    ESxcept  for  the  opening  of  the  two  drains, 
they  would  never  have  acquired  such  a  right,  but  would 
have  been  bound  to  stand  by,  and  let  all  those  suspicious 
operations  proceed,  trusting  to  the  Defendants'  assurance 
(a)  33  Beav.  207,  208. 
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1868.        that  they  had  no  intention  of  creating  a  nnisanoa    So,  in 

ATTORinET.    the  cajBe  now  before  me,  the  Defendants  having  assured  the 

Gkrbral      Plaintiff,  that,  eventually,  their  operations  will  not  create 

ComiciL  OF    the  nuisance  of  which  he  complains,  the  Plaintiff  was  not 

BiBMiiiOHAx.  bound  to  interfere  earlier.    He  continues  to  put  &ith  in 

Jwdammt      ^^^  assurance,  that  they  are  bon&  fide  attempting  to 

remove  the  nuisance,  until  at  last,  finding  that  has  not 

been  achieved,  he  comes  here  to  have  his  rights  protected. 

Thus  far  I  have  confined  myself  to  the  case  of  the 
Plaintiff,  as  being  the  most  plain  and  simple;  but^  as 
regards  the  general  body  of  persons — ^inhabitants  of  houses 
adjoining  the  course  of  the  river— on  whose  behalf  the 
information  is  exhibited,  it  appears  to  me,  that,  as  r^ards 
those  persons  also,  some  d^ree  of  nuisance  is  shown  hy 
the  evidence  to  have  been  caused  by  the  same  operations 
on  the  pait  of  the  Defendants.    If  I  were  called  upon 
immediately  to  interpose  by  some  violent  interference  (if  I 
may  so  term  it)  I  might  take  more  time  to  consider  how 
&r  a  nuisance  of  this  kind  has  been  established ;  but  I 
think  it  is  established  by  the  evidence  of  numerous  medical 
men,  that  the  diseases  engendered  by  the  nuisance  of  the 
river  have  been  seriously  aggravated.    That  evidence  is  not 
contradicted.     In  {ad,  it  is  almost  an  undisputed  case;  for 
the  borough  of  Bvrm4/ngha/nt  very  properly  do  not  pretend 
to  deny  that  the  evil  complained  of  is  what  in  common 
parlance  would  be  called  (whatever  it  might  be  at  law)  a 
very  considerable  nuisanoa 

'  Before  I  conclude,  I  should  notice  the  arguments  that 
were  addressed  to  me  on  the  part  of  the  Defmdants,  as  to 
the  form  of  the  decree  which  would  have  to  be  made  in 
the  suit,  should  it  ever  be  brought  to  a  hearing.  Those 
arguments,  if  allowed  to  prevail,  would  quash  the  whole 
jurisdiction  which  the  Court  exercises  by  way  of  injuno- 
tion.     It  was  said,  that  the  Court  cannot  make  an  order 
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for  the  removal  of  a  nuisance;  because,  who  is  to  tell  upon        isss. 
a  motion  to  commit  for  an  alleged  breach  of  the  injuno*    AiroiunsT- 
tion,  whether  the  nuisance  has  been  removed  or  not?    Now,      Gbkmal 
whatever  difficulty  there  may  be  in  determining  that  ques-    Couhoil  of 
tion,  it  is  one  which  does  not  prevent  Courts  of  law,  as  I    BiBMnroluf. 
Imow  from  my  own  experience,  from  dealing  vdth  analo-      M^iH^ 
gous  matters  by  indictment  and  judgment  in  cases  of 
nuisance.     And  the  difficulty,  after  all,  amounts  only  to 
this,  that  the  Court  cannot  determine  what  steps  are  to 
be  taken  in  order  to  remove  the  nuisance.    But  to  that 
the  answer  is,  that  it  is  not  the  province  of  the  Court  any 
more  than  it  is  of  the  Plaintiff,  to  determine  what  steps 
are  to  be  taken  to  remove  the  nuisanca    That  is  entirely 
the  province  of  the  Defendant&    They  need  not  be  alarmed 
lest  the  Courts  if  it  entertains  cases  of  this  description, 
should  be  tempted  to  embark  in  scientific  inquiries.    All 
I  say  is,  that  if  the  Defendants  will  not  find  some  way  of 
removing  the  nuisance,  the  Court,  when  the  time  comes, 
will  say,  *'  Tou  shall  not  let  the  sewage  out  into  the  river,'' 
and  that  will  be  a  veiy  effective  way  of  stopping  the  whole 
evil    By  way  of  indulgence,  the  Court  would  afford  them 
every  possible  opportunity  of  discovering  the  best  means 
of  escaping  from  such  a  calamity  as  they  apprehend  from 
such  an  order.    But  the  argument  I  have  heard,  as  to  the 
impossibility  of  working  out  such  an  order  upon  motion  to 
commit^  would  be  equally  applicable  to  every  order  this 
Court  has  made  in  cases  of  nuisance,  whether  by  brick- 
burning  or  otherwise.    The  question,  whether  the  evil  is 
diminished  to  the  full  extent  required  or  not^  is  a  ques- 
tion which  in  all  such  cases  must  be  tried  upon  motion 
to  commit;  and,  if  the  Court  finds  that,  after  all,  the  evil 
continues,  and  that  no  means  can  be  contrived  for  its 
removal,  it  orders  the  Defendants  to  abate  the  nuisance 
altogether. 

The  result  is,  that  there  will  be  an  interim  injunction  to 
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xestrain  the  Defendants  from  opening  any  addiikmal  main 
er  bianck  pnblie  flewer  into  either  of  the  main  aewen;  and, 
it  seems  to  me,  that  there  should  be,  further,  an  under* 
taking  forthwith  to  take  such  steps  as  may  be  deemed 
necsssary  and  prc^r,  due  time  being  allowed  for  the  pur- 
pose, to  prevent  liie  continuanoe  of  the  nuisance  complained 
of  in  the  bill — that  is  to  say,  to  prevent  the  pollution  of  the 
river  Ta/me,  so  as  to  render  it  injurious  to  the  inhabitants 
of  the  houses  adjoining  its  course,  and  also  to  present  its 
being  so  polluted  as  to  become  offensive  and  unfit  for  use, 
with  reference  to  the  Plaintiff,  where  it  passes  through  tiM 
grounds  of  ibe  Plaintiff  Those  are  the  two  thii^  to  be 
arrived  at  The  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  rather  larger  rights 
than  the  publia  The  public  have  only  to  look  to  their 
health. 


Minute  of 
Order, 


Some  discussion  arose  as  to  the  difficulty  of  the  Defend- 
ants' entering  into  any  undertaking,  and  eventually  the 
order  was  made  in  the  following  form: — 

Injukctioh  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  opening  any  additioiul 
main  or  branch  public  sewer  into  either  of  the  main  sewen  in  the 
bill  and  information  and  affidayits  menti<med,  until  fiuther  order. 
Liberty  for  either  party  to  apply.  In  the  event  of  the  De&ndaotf 
not  proceeding  forthwith  to  take  such  steps  as  may  be  neoesaaiy  sad 
proper  (due  time  being  allowed  for  that  purpose)  to  prevent  the  con- 
tinuance  of  the  nuisance  complained  of  by  the  information  and  hill 
(that  is  to  say),  to  prevent  the  pollution  of  the  river  Tamey  so  u  to 
render  it  injurious  to  the  health  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  housea  ad- 
joining its  course,  and  also  to  prevent  its  being  so  polluted  as  to 
become  offensive  and  ui^t  for  use  or  injurious  to  health  where  it 
passes  through  the  grounds  of  ihe  Plaintiff  and  Relator,— the  Iniorm- 
ant  and  Plaintiff  to  be  at  liberty  to  apply  on  the  first  day  of  Michael- 
mas Term  for  an  extension  of  the  injunction. 
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In  be  the  ATHENiEUM  LIFE  AS8UBANCE      Juit  7<»  4  *ti^ 
SOCIETY; 
Ex  PAKlB  THE  EAGLE  INSURANCE  COMPANY. 


0 


N  ihe  6ih  of  July,  1852,  Th$  Mentor  Life  Awwnmce    JoUu  stock 
Company  graated  a  policy  of  assuruioe  on  the  life  of  a  vJ^^fs^ 
fordgaer  named  SaMm  for  20002^  payable  to  his  executom   "«»*-^««- 
OQ  his  death. 


ton — Comiraet 

hjffnotwidor 

Seal^7  SiS 

VieLc,  no, 

«.  U^Limited 

Affencjf, 


The  deed  of 


The  Mentor  Company  proposed  to  The  AHhenamn  lAfe 
Assurance  Society  (which  was  a  joint  stock  company  re- 
gistered under  the  Act  7  &  8  Yict  c.  110)  to  reassure  this  Mui^rof 
policy  with  The  Athenaum  Society;   and  a  resolution  IJX^T?^ 
was  passed  at  a  board  of  the  directors  of  The  Athenceum  ^T^J^^^J 

'  7  &  8  Vict. 

Society  authorising  an  assurance  for  that  purpose  for  a  o.  no,  after 

-  empowering 

larger  amount  the  dhwtow  to 

effect  insur- 
ances on  lives 

On  the  16th  of  July,  the  following  memorandum,  in-  npon  such 

1         1  1.1^.  1.1111  .11       terms  and  con- 

dorsad  on  a  copy  of  the  policy  which  had  been  granted  by  ditions  and  in 

such  manner 
as  they  should 
think  proper,  provided  that  every  policy  or  other  instmment  required  in  any  of  the  transac- 
tions liforesaid  should  he  given  under  the  hands  of  not  less  than  three  of  the  directors,  and 
sealed  with  the  common  seal  of  the  society;  and  that  there  should  he  contained  therein,  and 
in  every  other  contract  to  he  entered  into  on  hehalf  of  the  society  in  or  ahout  the  premises 
(meaning  in  or  ahont  matten  connected  with  iosoranoe),  a  reference  to  the  deed  and  a  proviso 
negativing  an  unconditional  liability.  The  deed  also  declared,  that  it  should  he  competent  to 
a  board  of  directors  to  exercise  certain  ^eral  powers,  and  generally  where  the  deed  was  silent 
or  did  not  otherwise  provide,  to  act  m  the  direction  of  the  affairs  of  the  society  in  such 
manner  as  in  their  absolute  discretion  they  should  think  meet  conducive  to  its  interests: — 
BMf  that  a  memorandum  signed  by  three  of  the  directors,  but  not  under  the  seal  of  the 
society,  stipulating,  that,  on  payment  of  certain  premiums,  the  society  would  guarantee  an 
asBorance  therein  mentioned,  and  would  issue,  when  xequired,  a  stanqied  policy  in  the  form 
aathorised  by  their  deed  of  settlement,  was  binding  upon  the  general  body  of  the  shareholders, 
and  created  a  good  equitable  debt. 

State  of  the  law  as  to  the  liability  of  pevaons  dealing  with  oompaoies  rqgistered  under  the 
Act  7  &  8  Vict  c.  110,  to  make  themselves  acquainted  with  the  company's  deed  of  settlement, 
■nd  to  see  that  its  requirements  are  complied  with. 

Ae^wietoence, — Evidence  required,  in  the  case  of  j(nnt  stock  companies,  before  the  Court  will 
conclude  that  an  act  of  the  directors  not  aathorised  by  the  company's  deed  of  settlement 
has  been  aoqniesQed  in  I7  the  shareholders. 
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The  Mentor  Company,  was  signed  by  three  of  the  diiecton 
of  The  AthencBum  Society: — 

"  Memorandum — Atiienoeum  Life  Aeeura/nce  Society — 
The  AihencBum  Life  Aaau/rcmce  Society  guarantee  The 
Mentor  Life  Aeeuraaice  Compcmy  the  whole  of  the  within 
assurance  on  the  same  terms  and  conditions  at  a  premium 
of  332.  58.,  payable  half-yearly,  on  the  1 6th  day  of  January 
and  16th  day  of  July,  or  within  thirty  days  thereafter;  and 
will  issue,  whenever  required,  a  stamped  policy  numbered 
327,  in  &vor  of  The  Memtor,  on  payment  of  stamp  duty." 

The  premiums  were  duly  paid  by  The  MefnJtor  to  The 
AtheTUBum,  until  the  death  of  Sahl4/n  in  1856. 

In  the  meantime  The  Mentor  Comvpamy  had  assigned 
their  business  and  all  their  risks,  and  among  them  the 
policy  on  the  life  of  the  deceased,  and  all  their  right  under 
the  memorandum,  to  The  Eagle  Assurance  Com/pany; 
which  paid  the  sum  assured  by  The  Mentor  policy  on  the 
26th  of  December,  1856. 

An  order  having  been  made  for  winding  up  The  Athe- 
ncBum  Society,  a  claim  was  brought  in  by  Messrs.  H<i- 
combe,  Lloyd,  and  Price  as  trustees  of  The  Eagle  Ineur- 
cmce  Company,  to  prove  against  the  estate  of  The  Athe- 
ruBwm  for  the  20002.  and  interest  fix>m  the  26th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1856,  when  the  same  was  paid  by  their  company. 

The  27th  section  of  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  Aih^- 
ncBum  Society  was  as  follows : — "  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
directors  of  the  society  to  effect  assurances  on  lives  and 
survivorships,  to  sell  out  and  purchase  reversions  and 
annuities,  and  to  grant  endowments  for  children,  and 
generally  to  effect  all  such  other  assurances,  whether  life, 
guardian,  guarantee,  or  otherwise,  upon  such  terms  and 
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oonditionSy  and  in  such  manner,  as  the  directors  shall  think 
proper." 

The  28th  section  provided  thus : — "  That  every  policy,  en- 
dowment, grant  of  annuity,  or  other  instrument  required  in 
any  of  the  transactions  aforesaid,  shall  be  given  under  the 
hands  of  not  less  than  three  of  the  directors,  and  sealed 
with  the  common  seal  of  the  society;  and  that  there  shall 
be  contained  therein,  and  in  eveiy  other  contract  to  be 
entered  into  on  behalf  of  the  society  in  or  about  the 
premises'*  (meaning  in  or  about  matters  connected  with 
insurance),  "a  reference  to  these  presents,  and  a  proviso 
limiting  the  scope  and  effect  of  the  contract  thereby  created^ 
80  that  the  same  shall  take  effect  and  be  satisfied  only  out 
of  such  funds  and  property  of  the  society  as  imder  the 
provisions  hereafter  contained  shall,  at  the  time  at  which 
such  liability  shall  accrue,  be  at  the  disposal  of  the  directors 
in  that  behalf,  and  negativing  an  unconditional  liability.'" 

The  38th  section  declared,  that  it  should  be  competent 
to  a  board  of  directors  to  exercise  certain  general  powers; 
"  and  generally,  where  the  deed  was  silent  or  did  not  other- 
wise provide,  to  act  in  the  direction  of  the  affairs  of  the 
society  in  such  manner  as  in  their  absolute  discretion  they 
should  thiak  most  conducive  to  the  interests  of  the  society, 
and  for  that  purpose  to  make,  do,  and  execute  all  such 
acts,  deeds,  xhatters,  and  things  whatsoever,  as  might  be 
requisite  or  expedient  in  that  behal£" 

It  appeared  that  the  form  of  policy  on  which  the  memo- 
randum was  indorsed  contained  a  proviso,  to  the  effect 
indicated  in  the  28th  section  of  the  deed  of  settlement  of 
TheAthcTKBum,  by  the  words  "  a  proviso  limiting  the  scope 
of  the  contract^  so  that  it  shall  take  effect  and  be  satisfied 
only  out  of  the  then  available  assets  of  the  society.'' 
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The  hearing  of  the  daim  having  been  adjourned  into 
Court, 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C.»  and  Mr.  T.  Stevens,  on  behalf  of  The 
Sagle  Company,  now  moved  that  the  trustees  of  that 
company  might  be  admitted  to  prove  against  the  estate 
of  The  AihencBwm,  Society  for  the  principal  money  and 
interest  referred  to  in  the  memorandum  of  the  1 6th  of 
July,  1862. 

The  contract  contained  in  that  memorandum  was  autho- 
rised by  a  board  of  directors,  and  signed  by  three  of  that 
body.  It  was  an  act  within  the  scope  of  the  ordinaiy 
business  of  the  society,  viz.  to  issue  policies  in  the  precise 
form  stipulated  for  in  the  memorandimi;  and  there  was 
nothing  in  the  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act  (a),  under  which 
the  society  was  registered,  to  render  the  seal  of  the  company 
indispensable  to  the  validity  of  such  a  contract  The  44th 
section  of  the  Act  merely  provided,  that,  in  the  absence  of 
the  company's  seal,  the  contract  should  be  void,  "  except  as 
against  the  company  on  whose  behalf  the  same  shall  have 
been  made.'' 

It  was  essential  to  the  transactions  of  fire  and  life  in- 
surance companies,  that  executory  contracts  of  this  kind 
should  be  upheld,  the  most  important  insurances  in  many 
of  such  companies  necessarily  remaining  incomplete  for 
daya 

[They  also  contended,  that,  even  if  the  memorandum 
were  not  binding  upon  the  company,  the  society  having 
received  premiums  from  1862  to  1866,  upon  the  &ith  of  the 
memorandum  as  being  a  valid  contract^  the  memorandum 
must  be  deemed  to  have  been  ratified  by  the  general  body 
of  the  shareholders,  citing  Renter  v.  The  EUctric  Telegraph 


(a)  7&  8  Vict  Clio. 
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Compamy{a).  They  cited  ako  Bioketta  v.  Biimett(b), 
Boacmquet  v.  8hortTidg6(c)j  and  In  Re  The  Norwich  Ycum 
Compcmy{d),] 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.G.,  Mr.  W.  D.  L&una,  and  Mr.  FiOd^  fcnr  the 
ofiBdal  manager  of  The  AthefiMXfwm  Society,  contr^ 

The  question  was  not  whether  the  Act  of  Parliament 
requited  an  iDstrument  under  the  seal  of  the  society,  but 
whether  such  an  instrument  was  not  required  by  the 
society^  deed  of  settlement ;  and  upon  that  question  the 
28th  section  of  the  deed  was  conclusive  that  it  was. .  That 
The  MefnicT  Company  were  bound  to  look  to  the  deed,  and 
to  see  whether  the  deed  empowered  the  directors  to  bind 
the  company  by  a  contract  not  under  the  common  seal  of 
the  society,  is  clear  upon  the  broad  principle  of  the  law  of 
agency,  that^  wherever  an  authority  purports  to  be  derived 
from  a  written  instrument,  the  other  party  is  bound  to 
examine  the  instrument  itself,  to  see  whether  it  justifies 
the  act  of  the  agent  (e):  AleoBander  v.  M(ickenzie(f). 
Besides,  the  precise  point  has  been  repeatedly  decided  in 
the  case  of  joint  stock  companies  registered  under  this  Acts 
TJie  Royal  BrUiah  Bank  v.  2^urquajid(g),  and  Ernest  v. 
NichoOsQi). 

The  contrary  contention  gives  to  the  unsealed  and  im- 
perfect instrument  a  greater  efficacy  than  to  one  under  the 
seal  of  the  company,  and  would  lead  to  this  result^  that  an 
insurance  company  might  conduct  the  whole  of  their  busi- 
ness without  using  a  single  sealed  policy. 


185& 


ArgmmmL 


Mr.  Jamiee,  Q.C.,  in  reply — 

(a)  6  Ell.  &  BI.  341. 
(5)  4  a  B.  6S6. 
(c)  4  Exch.  699. 
(<0  13  Beav.  426. 


(e)  Story  on  Agency,  §  76. 
(/)  6  0.  B.  766. 
(g)  6  EU.  &  BL  327. 
(A)  6  H.  L.  C.  401. 
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The  28th  section  of  the  deed  distinguishes  between 
executed  and  executory  contracts.  The  former  must  be 
under  the  company's  seal,  the  latter  need  not  The 
memorandum  in  question  is  of  the  latter  description,  and 
was  dearly  authorised  by  the  general  powers  given  to  the 
directors  by  the  38th  section  of  the  deed  of  setUement 
To  accept  proposals,  must  be  within  the  business  of  the 
directors  of  an  insurance  company.  The  argument,  that^ 
according  to  this  view,  they  might  conduct  the  whole  of 
their  business  without  issuing  a  single  sealed  poli<7  is  in- 
correct^ for,  without  such  a  policy,  there  could  be  no  remedy 
at  law. 


[The  British  Empire  Life  Aesuromce  Compcmy  v. 
Browneipi)  was  cited  as  to  the  question  whether  sach  a 
contract  would  not  be  unilateral] 

Judgment  reserved. 


jvUf^ik.     Vicb-Chancellor  SirW.  Page  Wood: — 


JudgmenL 


The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  The  Eagle  Assur- 
ance Company  should  be  admitted  to  prove  a  debt  in 
respect  of  a  memorandum  of  this  description.  The  Menr 
tor  Life  Assurance  Company  had  insured  the  life  of 
a  foreigner  by  a  policy,  in  the  same  form  and  subject 
to  the  same  conditions  as  the  policies  whidi  the  Aih^ 
ncBum  Society  was  in  the  habit  of  granting  under  the 
powers  contained  in  its  deed  of  settlement  And,  upon  a 
copy  of  that  policy  was  indorsed,  and  signed  by  three  of 
the  directors  of  the  Athencsumi,  a  memorandum  referring 
to  the  policy,  and  stipulating  in  effect^  that»  on  payment  of 

(a)  12  C.  B.  723. 
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certain  premiums,  the  AthencBv/mr\vovld  hold  itself  respon- 
sible for  the  sum  to  be  paid  to  the  assured,  and  would  issue 
to  the  Mentor  (now  represented  by  the  present  claimants)  a 
poliky  "on  the  same  terms  and  conditions''  (meaning  evi- 
dently^ihe  same  terms  and  conditions  mutatis  mutandis,'' for 
it  is  absurd  to  suppose  that  the  Athenav/m  meant  to  contract 
to  pay  the  sum  in  question  out  of  the  capital  of  the  MeTiior 
Compcmy)  "  as  the  policy  granted  by  the  Mentor^ — ^that  is, 
in  effect^  to  issue  to  the  Mentor  a  policy  in  the  ordinary 
form  employed  by  the  Atherueiunh  Society  under  the  powers 
of  their  deed. 


1S58. 
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The  question,  therefore,  is  simply  whether,  under  the 
proyisionB  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  under  which  the 
Athenaum  Society  was  roistered  (a),  and  of  the  deed 
of  settlement  of  that  society,  such  an  instrument^  not  being 
under  the  common  seal  of  the  society,  gives  any  right 
either  at  law  or  in  equity  to  persons  in  the  position  of  the 
present  claimanta 


Now,  the  Act  of  Parliament  merely  enacts,  that,  in  the 
case  of  all  joint  stock  companies  completely  registered 
under  the  Act^  every  contract  entered  into  on  behalf  of  the 
company,  with  certain  immaterial  exceptions,  shall  be  in 
writing,  and  signed  by  two  at  least  of  the  directors  of  the 
company,  and  sealed  with  the  common  seal;  and  if  not  so 
executed,  "  any  such  contract  shall  be  void  and  ineffectual 
(except  as  against  the  company,  on  whose  behalf  the  same 
shall  have  been  made)."  The  precise  intention  of  the 
Legislature  in  making  that  exception  is  not  certain;  but  I 
apprehend  their  meaning  to  have  been,  that,  as  it  was 
desirable  that  all  contracts  by  such  companies  should  be 
executed  as  there  mentioned,  the  best  mode  of  effecting 
that  object  was  to  provide,  that^  unless  they  chose  by  their 
deed  to  make  special  provision  to  the  contrary,  all  contracts 
(a)  7&8  Vict.  c.  110. 
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entered  into  on  their  behalf  and  not  executed  as  required 
by  the  Act  should  be  unilateral — good  against  the  company, 
but  void  against  all  other  persona 

Then,  as  regards  the  deed,  the  only  clauses  in  the  deed 
that  are  applicable  to  this  subject  are  the  27th,  the  28ih, 
and  the  38th. 


[The  Vicb-Chancellor  read  the  27th  and  28ih  8e«tion&] 

Now,  in  the  28th  section,  two  things  are  clearly  provided: 
First,  every  policy,  endowment,  grant  of  annuity,  or  other 
instrument  required  in  the  transactions  previously  men- 
tioned in  the  deed,  is  to  be  under  the  hands  of  three  of 
the  directors,  and  sealed  with  the  common  seal  of  the 
society.  Secondly,  there  is  to  be  contained  therein,  arul 
in  every  other  contract  to  be  entered  into  on  behalf  of  the 
society  in  or  about  the  premises,  a  reference  to  the  deed, 
and  a  proviso  limiting  the  scope  of  the  contract,  so  that 
it  shall  take  effect  and  be  satisfied  only  out  of  the  then 
available  assets  of  the  society — a  proviso  which  is  actually 
inserted  in  the  policy  before  me  upon  which  the  memo- 
randum now  in  question  is  indorsed.  The  latter  condition, 
therefore,  is  fulfilled  by  the  contract  contained  in  the  memo- 
randum; and  the  only  question  is,  whether  that  contract  is 
necessarily  within  the  scope  of  the  previous  clause : — ^"Eveiy 
policy,  endowment,  grant  of  annuity,  or  other  instrument 
required  in  any  of  the  transactions  aforesaid,  shall  be  given 
under  the  hands  of  not  less  than  three  of  the  directors^  and 
sealed  with  the  common  seal  of  the  society.^^ 

Looking  at  the  two  branches  of  the  clause,  I  think,  that, 
even  if  the  matter  rested  here,  there  would  be  strong  groond 
for  adopting  the  construction  contended  for  on  behalf  of  the 
present  clsdmants,  viz.  that  the  first  branch,  which  requires 
that  every  policy,  endowment,  grant  of  annuity,  or  other 
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instrument^  should  be  given  under  the  hands  of  not  less 
than  three  of  the  directors,  and  sealed  with  the  common 
seal  of  the  society,  relates  to  the  completed  instrument ; 
and  that^  inasmuch  as  the  second  branch  contains  no  such 
requisition,  in  reference  to  what  it  describes  as  "  every 
other  contract  to  be  entered  into  on  behalf  of  the  society  in 
or  about  the  premises''  (meaning  in  or  about  matters 
connected  with  insurance,  such  matters  forming  the  prin- 
cipal subject  of  the  earlier  part  of  the  deed),  it  would  be 
oompet^it  to  the  directors,  without  violating  that  clause  of 
the  deed,  to  enter  into  a  contract,  which  would  have  to  be 
satisfied  out  of  the  funds  of  the  society,  but  which  would 
not  have  to  be  executed  in  the  manner  required  by  the 
earlier  branch  of  the  clause. 


1858. 

In  SB 

Athenaum 

Society; 

Ex  PABTS 

Eagle 

COHPANT. 


But  when  I  come  to  the  38th  clause — ^the  only  other 
passage  in  the  deed  having  a  bearing  upon  the  question  of 
the  powers  of  the  directors  in  reference  to  transactions  of 
tliis  nature — ^I  find  a  provision,  which,  taken  with  the 
former,  appears  to  me  to  be  conclusive.  That  clause  pro- 
vides, that  it  shall  be  competent  to  the  board  of  directors 
to  exercise  certain  general  powers,  "  and  generally,  where 
the  deed  is  silent^  or  does  not  otherwise  provide,  to  act  in 
the  direction  of  the  concerns  of  the  society  in  such  manner 
as  in  their  absolute  discretion  they  shall  think  most  con- 
ducive to  the  interests  of  the  society,  and  for  that  purpose 
to  make,  do,  and  execute  all  such  acts,  deeds,  matters,  and 
things  whatsoever,  as  may  be  requisite  or  expedient  in  that 
behalf— the  word  "  deeds,''  meaning,  of  course,  not  formal 
instruments,  but  such  things  as  may  be  necessary.  Now, 
looking  to  the  general  powers  there  given  to  the  directors, 
and  taking  them  in  connexion  with  the  provision  in  the 
28th  clause,  that  there  may  be  other  contracts  requiring  to 
be  satisfied  out  of  the  assets  of  the  society  besides  formal 
instnunents  imder  the  seal  of  the  society,  it  is  not  un- 
i^casonable  to  hold  that  this  society,  through  the  medium 
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of  its  directors^  may  contxact,  so  as  to  bind  itself  to  spedfie 
performance  of  agreements  to  issue  policies,  which,  when 
issued,  must  be  executed  under  the  common  seal  of  the 
society. 

It  was  argued,  that,  to  hold  the  memorandum  in  questioii 
to  be  thus  binding  upon  the  society,  would  be  to  give  to  an 
imperfect  instrument  a  greater  effect  than  to  a  complete 
and  perfect  instrument  But  that  is  not  so.  It  f^pean 
to  me  that  the  case  is  analogous  to  that  of  a  power  of 
attorney  given  to  a  solicitor  to  sell  his  client's  estate  and 
to  execute  all  deeds  necessary  for  making  a  valid  convey- 
ance. The  conveyance  in  such  a  case  would  not  be  effected 
without  a  formal  instrument  undcf  seal ;  but  the  absence 
of  such  an  instrument  would  not  prevent  a  purchaser  from 
obtaining  a  decree  for  specific  performance  of  an  agreement 
not  under  seal  for  the  sale  of  the  estate.  So  here,  the 
policy  cannot  be  effected  so  as  to  be  binding  at  law  with- 
out a  formal  instrument  executed  under  the  seal  of  the 
society;  but  that  does  not  prevent  persons,  who  had  power 
under  the  deed  to  contract  to  issue  a  policy  so  executed, 
from  contracting  by  an  instrument  not  under  the  seal  of 
the  company  in  such  a  manner  that  in  this  Court  the 
company  would  be  bound  and  the  contract  capable  of 
being  enforced.  The  question  is  simply  this,  whether  these 
directors  had  expressly  or  by  implication  a  power  thus  to 
contract ;  if  they  had,  then  I  am  justified  in  holding  that 
the  company  would  be  boimd,  upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  pre- 
sent claimants,  to  execute  a  policy  in  conformity  with  the 
contract  the  directors  have  entered  into  on  behalf  of  those 
through  whom  they  claim. 


A  question  might  arise  under  the  38th  clause  of  the 
deed,  as  to  whether  what  the  directors  are  there  authorised 
to  do  under  their  general  powers  must  not  be  done  by  them 
at  a  board;  and  it  appears  to  me  that  it  would  not  be  com- 
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petent  to  any  one,  two,  or  even  three  directors,  by  putting 
their  signature  to  an  instrument,  to  enter  into  a  contract 
for  the  society;  for,  by  the  38th  section,  the  contract  must 
be  executed  at  a  board ;  but  in  this  case  that  objection  is 
lemoved  by  the  circumstance,  that  a  contract  to  insure  a 
larger  sum  than  that  mentioned  in  the  memorandiun  was 
authorised  by  a  resolution  of  a  board,  and  that  resolution 
would  authorise  the  smaller  engagement  entered  into  by 
the  memorandum. 


18^8. 
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I  entirely  concur  with  the  observations  of  Lord  Wensr 
leydale  in  the  case  of  JEmest  v.  NichoU8(a\  when  applied 
to  the  subject  matter  then  before  the  Court  It  is  most 
important^  as  is  there  said,  that  persons  dealing  with  com- 
panies registered  under  this  Act  of  Parliament  (&),  should 
know  that  they  are  dealing  with  a  company  with  whose 
deed  of  settlement  they  are  boimd  to  make  themselves 
iully  acquainted,  and  whenever  the  deed  requires  any 
particular  description  of  contract  to  be  executed  in  a  par- 
ticular form,  they  must  see  that  it  is  executed  in  that 
particular  form ;  the  case  being  one  of  a  limited  agency,  in 
which  the  powers  given  by  the  general  body  of  proprietors 
must  be  exercised  mode  et  form^  bb  required  by  the  deed. 
Considering  the  immense  powers  of  directors  of  joint  stock 
companies,  the  very  small  control  the  shareholders  have 
over  them,  and  the  scanty  information  contained  in  the 
directors'  reports,  it  is  important  that  the  shareholders 
should  not  be  held  bound  by  the  directors'  acts  one  step 
beyond  the  provisions  to  which  they  have  assented  by  their 
deed  of  settlement  I  do  not  think  it  at  all  an  unreasona- 
ble requisition  on  the  part  of  joint  stock  companies,  that 
every  instrument  required  in  their  transactions  should  be 
under  their  common  seal  The  44th  section  of  the  Act 
inakes  such  a  requisition  of  the  utmost  importance;  for, 
according  to  that  section,  every  contract  entered  into  by 
(a)  6  H.  L.  C.  401.  .  (&)  7  &  8  Vict  c.  110. 
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an  instrument  not  under  their  common  seal  would  be 
unilateral  as  regards  them — a  contract  under  which  they 
would  be  liable,  but  of  which  they  could  not  daim  the 
benefit  against  those  with  whom  it  was  entered  into.  In 
this  particular  case,  indeed,  that  consideration  has  less 
weight,  r^ard  being  had  to  the  nature  of  a  contract  for 
insurance,  which  is  merely  a  contract  for  renewal  fincnn  year 
to  year,  the  premium  being  first  paid  before  every  such 
renewal,  so  as  to  leave  no  right  to  be  enforced  by  the 
company  against  the  party  with  whom  they  are  contradr 
ing ;  but  there  might  be  other  contracts  to  be  entered  into 
by  a  society  of  this  description,  as  to  which  it  would  be  of 
the  utmost  importance  to  the  general  body  of  shareholders^ 
that  they  should  not  be  bound  by  their  acts  unless  exe- 
cuted in  conformity  with  the  requisitions  for  which  they 
have  stipulated. 


What  Lord  Wensleydale  says  is  this: — "Provisions 
which  give  to  the  directors  discretionary  powers  of  manage- 
ment do  not  a£Eect  strangera  The  company  is  bound  by 
the  exercise  of  the  discretion  which  they  have  consented 
to  giva  Other  stipulations  are  directory  merely,  and  do 
not  constitute  conditions  to  the  exercise  of  the  powers;  but 
they  form  the  subject  of  an  action  against  the  directors  for 
the  breach  of  their  covenants  expressed  or  implied  in  the 
deed.  The  great  body  of  shareholders,  for  whose  proteo- 
tion  these  limitations  of  authority  are  provided,  cannot  be 
affected  unless  they  are  complied  with.  They  can  only  act 
and  contract  through  their  directors,  and  the  acts  of  indi- 
vidual shareholders  have  no  effect  whatever  on  the  com- 
pany at  large  "(a)- ' 


There  i&f,  no  doubts  an  important  distinction  to  be  drawn, 
and  it  is  drawn  in  the  case  of  The  Royal  British  Bank  t. 
Turquaiid(b\  between  that  which,  upon  the  face  of  it*  is 
(a)  6  H.  L.  C.  419.  {^b)  6  £U.  &  BI.  327^ 
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manifestly  imperfect  when  tested  by  the  requirements  of 
the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  company^  and  that  which  con- 
tains nothing  to  indicate  that  those  requirements  have  not 
been  complied  with.  Thus,  where  the  deed  requires  cer- 
tain instruments  to  be  under  the  common  seal  of  the  com- 
pany, every  person  contracting  with  the  company  can  see 
at  once  whether  that  requisition  is  complied  with,  and  he 
is  bound  to  do  so;  but  where,  as  in  the  case  I  have  last  re- 
feired  to,  the  conditions  required  by  the  deed  consist  of 
certain  internal  arrangements  of  the  company — for  in- 
stance, resolutions  at  meetings,  and  the  like, — ^if  the  party 
contracting  with  the  directors  find  the  acts  which  they 
undertake  to  do  to  be  within  the  scope  of  their  powers 
under  the  deed,  he  has  a  right  to  assume  that  all  such  con- 
ditions have  been  complied  with.  In  the  case  last  sup- 
posed, he  is  not  bound  to  inquire  whether  the  resolutions 
have  been  duly  passed,  or  the  like,  otherwise  he  would 
be  bound  to  go  further  back,  and  to  inquire  whether  the 
meetings  have  been  duly  summoned,  and  to  ascertain  a 
variety  of  other  matters,  into  which  if  it  were  necessary  to 
make  such  inquiry,  it  would  be  impossible  for  the  company 
to  cany  on  the  business  for  which  it  is  formed. 


1858. 
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After  making  the  observation  I  have  read.  Lord  WefoaUy' 
dale  proceeds  to  comment  upon  a  case  which  occurred  at 
law,  that  of  8mUh  v.  The  Hull  Plate  Olaaa  Company  (a), 
and  then  he  says  this: — "  If  there.had  been  a  special  verdict, 
unless  it  had  been  stated  that  all  the  directors,  or  that  a 
board  of  directors,  saw  and  sanctioned  the  purchase  of  each 
article,  it  would  not  have  been  sufficient  to  fix  the  com- 
pany, unless  the  reasoning  of  Mavle,  J.  (6),  is  correct, 
that,  if  the  directors  carried  on  the  business,  and  allowed 
persons  to  act  for  them  on  the  premises  in  ordering  and 
receiving  goods,  the  company  at  large  would  be  fixed,  as  an 
ordinary  partnership  would  be  under  the  same  circum- 
(a)  8  C.  B.  668;  11  Id.  897.  (b)  11  C.  B.  928. 
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COMPAHT. 


stances.  No  douH  this  position  is  quite  correct,  if  the 
directors  are  expressly  or  impliedly  authorised  by  the  deed, 
which  depends  upon  the  terms  of  it^  to  do  8o"(a). 

So  that  he  distinctly  recognises  the  principle,  that,  what- 
ever power  you  can  collect  from  the  company's  deed  to  be 
either  expressly  or  by  implication  vested  in  the  directory 
that  power  a  person  contracting  with  the  directors  is 
entitled  to  assume  to  be  well  exercised  by  them  in  his 
behalf. 


In  the  case  before  me,  I  find,  in  the  deed  of  this  societj, 
the  28th  section  distingiiishing  between  certain  completed 
instruments,  which  it  requires  to  be  under  the  common 
seal  of  the  society,  and  other  contracts,  which,  like  the 
former,  are  to  be  satisfied  out  of  the  funds  of  the  society, 
but  as  to  which  there  is  no  such  requisition  with  reference 
to  the  manner  in  which  they  are  to  be  executed  I  find,  in 
the  38th  section,  a  power  given  to  the  directors,  wherever 
the  deed  is  silent,  to  do  everything  which  is  necessaiy  for 
carrying  on  the  business  of  the  company;  and  I  then  find 
a  contmct,  executed  by  three  of  the  directors,  which  is  a 
reasonable  contract  and  within  the  precise  scope  and  ob- 
ject of  the  society,  viz.  a  contract  to  issue  a  policy  in  the 
very  form  which  the  society  was  constituted  for  the  purpose 
of  issuing.  Under  these  circumstances,  it  appears  to  me, 
that  the  contract  in  question  is  one  into  which  the  directOFs 
were  authorised  to  enter,  and  which,  upon  bill  filed,  the 
society  would  have  been  decreed  to  perform. 

I,  therefore,  hold  that  the  debt  is  established, — ^if  not  at 
law, — as  a  good  equitable  debt 

Upon  the  circumstances  relied  on  in  argument^  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  the  memorandum  had  been  acta- 
(a)  6  H.  L.  C.  421. 
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ally  ratified  by  the  shareholders,  I  purposely  abstain  firom 
commenting.  Much  might  be  said  on  that  part  of  the  case 
in  reference  to  the  peculiar  constitution  of  joint  stock  com- 
panies, which  differ  considerably  from  chartered  companies, 
such  as  that  in  question  in  Revier  v.  The  EUctrie  Tde- 
gnvpK  Compcmy(fl) ;  and,  unless  I  know  what  information 
was  laid  before  the  shareholders,  what  powers  of  inspection 
they  possessed,  and  what  information  they  were  capable  of 
obtaining  with  reference  to  the  transaction  in  question,  I 
should  have  to  pause  before  I  could  arrive  at  the  oon- 
dodon^  that,  if  this  act  were  one  not  authorised  by  the 
deed  of  settlement  of  the  society,  the  shareholders  could 
be  said  to  have  acquiesced  in  its  being  done,  unless 
notice,  distinct  and  dear,  were  brought  home  to  them  in 
the  shape  of  a  report^  that  the  memorandum  had  been 
signed  on  their  behalf 


1858. 

Ik  rb 
Athbvjbum 

SOdETT; 
Ex  PABTB 

Eaqlb 
CoicPAirr. 

Judgment 


Obdbb,  that  Messrs.  Holcotnbe,  Lloyd,  and  Price^  as  trustees  of  The 
Eagle  Iiuuranee  Company^  be  admitted  to  prove  against  the  estate  of 
The  Aikenawn  Iruwance  Society  for  the  sum  of  2000/.,  with  interest 
thereon  from  the  26th  of  Decemher,  1856,  as  if  a  policy  had  heen 
gnmted  in  the  terms  authorised  by  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  last- 
xuuned  society. 

(a)  6  £11.  &  Bl.  341. 


Minute  of 
J/ecTte* 
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jme^rd^ith,  MABY  BATHE,  the  Wife  of  John  Bathe,^ 
fonnerly  of  New  Zealcmd,  and  now  out  of 
the  Jurisdictioiiy  suing  as  a  Feme  Sole  by 
virtue  of  the  Provisions  contained  in  the 
Act  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  85  -       - 

AND 

THE  QOVEBNOB  AND  COMPANY  OF 
THE  BANK  OF  ENGLAND   - 


\Defenda7ds. 


Feme  Coverte  xN  the  year  1845,  the  Plaintiff  was  deserted  by  her  hus- 
^"^^^^  band,  and  she  still  remained  in  that  condition. 

eerUon  oy  /itw- 
hami — Order 

wdM-  20  #  21  In  1857,  her  aunt  Jam^  Holroyd,  by  her  will  of  that 
^c^^H^  date,  after  directing  payment  of  her  debts  and  giving  cer- 
o/t.  26—  tain  specific  and  pecuniary  legacies,  devised  and  bequeathed 
ahne—Coeu.  all  the  residue  of  her  real  and  personal  estate  to  the  Flftu^' 
.  T^  tiff  for  her  own  sole  use  and  benefit^  and  appointed  the 
woman,  de-       Plaintiff  sole  executrix  of  her  will 

sorted  by  her 
hnsband,  was 

left  executrix        The  testatrix  died  on  the  2nd  of  January,  1858.    Her 

and  residuary         ,  v    xu 

legatee  under  wiU  was  proved  on  the  1st  of  February  following  by  tne 
Jr!J^g"^ch,  Raintiff  alone  without  the  ooncunenoe  of  her  huflband,  a 
^e  obtained      special  affidavit  having  been  made  for  that  purpose. 

from  a  magis-  .  ^  *r     r 

trate,  under 

^n^lhT"  On  the  18th  of  February,  1858,  the  Plaintiff  obtemed 
^S^oM^  from  a  magistrate  an  order  under  the  21st  section  of  the 
Causes  Act       Divorce  and  Matrimonial  Causes  Actfa),  for  the  protection 

(20  &  21  Vict.  ^  ^  '^ 

c  85)  an  order 

for  the  protection  of  her  property: — Heldf  that  she  was  entitled  to  transfer  Consols  itasdiog  m 

the  name  of  her  testatrix  in  the  books  of  the  Bank  of  England,  and  to  reoeiye  divideoib  tbersoOt 

as  if  she  were  a  feme  sole. 

And,  semhh,  the  same  rule  would  have  applied  if  she  had  been  merely  executrix,  witbooi 
taking  any  beneficial  interest  under  the  will(&). 

Role  as  to  costs  where  the  Bank  of  England  is  a  Defendant 

(a)  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  85.  (b)  Vide  infrd,  p.  578,  note. 
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of  any  property  which  she  might  acquire  by  her  own  in*  1858. 

dustry,  and  any  money  and  property  which  she  had  become  ^batm' 

possessed  of  after  such  desertion,  or  might  become  pos-  xhbBakkof 

sessed  of,  against  her  husband  and  his  creditors,  or  any  Ehoiand. 

person  claiming  under  her  husband.  sttuement 

The  Bank  of  Englamd  having  refused  to  allow  the  Plain- 
tiff in  the  absence  of  her  husband  to  transfer  a  sum  of  2202^ 
CSonsols  standing  in  the  name  of  the  testatrix  in  the  books 
of  the  Bank,  or  to  receive  the  arrears  of  dividends  thereon, 
the  Plaintiff  now  filed  her  bill  against  the  Bank  to  have  it 
declared  that  she  was  entitled  to  sell  and  transfer  the  stock, 
and  to  receive  the  dividends  thereon,  in  the  absence  and 
without  the  concurrence  of  her  husband,  and  as  if  she 
were  a  feme  sole ;  and  for  an  order  against  the  Defendants 
aooordingly. 

The  Defendants  by  their  answer  submitted  that  the  case 
was  not  within  the  provisions  of  the  Act^  which  applied 
only  to  property  in  which  a  married  woman  had  a  beneficial 
interest^  and  not  to  property  held  by  her  as  a  trustee. 


Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  J.  Sidney  Smith,  for  the     AtyumenL 
Plaintiff,  contended  that  she  was  entitled  to  a  decree  as 
prayed — 

First,  upon  the  broad  ground,  that  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  applied  to  all  property,  whether  the  wife  had  a  bene- 
ficial interest  therein,  or  whether  it  were  held  by  her 
merely  in  autre  droits  and  as  a  bare  trustea  Besides  the 
provisions  in  the  21st  and  25th  sections,  the  26th  section 
c{  the  Act  provides,  that  in  every  case  of  a  judicial  separa- 
tion (and,  by  the  21st  section,  the  Plaintiff,  having  obtained 
an  order  of  protection,  was,  during  the  desertion,  to  be 
deemed  in  the  like  position  in  all  respects  with  r^;ard  to 
property  and  contracts,  and  suing  and  being  sued,  as  she 
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would  be  under  the  Act  if  she  had  obtwied  a  decree  of 
judicial  separation,)  the  wife  shall  be  considered  as  a  feme 
sole  for  the  purposes  of  contract  and  suing  and  being  sued 
Enolako.  in  any  civil  proceedings,  ^'and  her  husband  shall  not  be 
Ar^umeni.  liable  in  respect  of  any  engagement  or  contract  she  may 
have  entered  into,  or  for  any  wrongful  act  or  onaission  by 
her/'  Looking  to  those  words,  it  is  dear,  that,  in  a  case 
like  the  present,  the  old  rule  of  law,  which  precludes  a 
married  woman  from  suing  or  being  sued  alone,  is  sus- 
pended Under  the  old  law,  the  husband,  during  the 
coverture,  was  liable  upon  devastavit;  it  was  but  just^ 
therefore,  that  he  should  have  the  power  over  the  pro- 
perty in  respect  of  which  he  might  be  so  made  liable,  and 
that  the  wife  should  not  be  able  to  do  anything  to  his 
prejudice :  EusaeVa  case  (a),  Taylor  v.  AUen{b).  But,  by 
the  26th  section,  the  husband  is  relieved  from  all  liability 
in  respect  of  any  devastavit  by  the  wife.  The  whole 
reason  of  the  old  rule  of  law,  therefore,  has  ceased,  and 
that  being  so  the  rule  itself  has  ceased  also.  The  wife 
can  now  be  sued  by  any  creditor  or  legatee  under  the  will ; 
the  husband  is  relieved  from  all  liability  in  respect  of  her 
acts,  and,  if  so,  it  would  be  monstrous  to  allow  him  to 
interfere.  The  wife,  having  the  liabilities  of  a  feme  sole,-  is 
entitled  also  to  the  rights  of  that  position. 

But,  secoTidly,  even  if  the  Act  applies  only  to  property 
in  which  the  wife  has  a  beneficial  interest^  and  would  not 
apply  if  the  Plaintiff  were  a  bare  trustee,  in  this  particular 
case  the  wife  is  residuary  legatee  as  well  as  executrix ;  and 
it  cannot  be  coutended  that  the  mere  circumstance  of  her 
beneficial  interest  bemg  subject  to  the  payment  of  debts, 
can  prevent  the  application  of  the  Act.  Suppose  this  had 
been  a  case  of  a  specific  l^;acy,  vesting  immediately  upon, 
executor's  assent. 

(a)  Rep.  Part  v.  p.  27. 
(b)  2  Atk.  213 ;  and  Wma,  Executors,  202. 
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Mr.  Cotton,  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  for  the        1858. 
Bank  of  England : —  ^bIot' 

9. 

Thb  Bank  ov 
None  of  the  sections  of  the  Act  relied  on  by  the  Plainti£f     Enolakd. 

entitle  her  as  executrix  to  transfer  the  fund  in  question     Argumau. 

without  the  concurrence  of  her  husband. 

That  the  21st  section  has  not  this  e£Pect  is  dear  firom  the 
clause  which  provides,  that,  if  the  husband  or  any  creditor 
or  person  claiming  under  him  should  seize  or  continue  to 
hold  any  property  of  the  wife  after  notice  of  the  order  of 
protection,  he  shall  be  liable  to  restore  the  specific  pro- 
perty, and  also  for  a  sum  equal  to  double  the  value  of  the 
property  so  seized  or  held — a  proviso  which  clearly  shows 
that  the  property  protected  by  that  section  is  property  in 
which  the  wife  has  a  beneficial  interest^  and  not,  as  here,  pro- 
perty to  which  she  is  entitled  in  an  administrative  capacity 
as  executrix  or  trustee;  for,  if  so,  to  whom  are  these  double 
damages  to  go  ?  The  accretion  should  go  to  the  trusty  not 
to  the  trustee. 

Then,  as  to  the  25th  section,  the  proviso  there  contained, 
that^  if  the  wife  shall  again  cohabit  with  her  husband,  all 
such  property  as  she  may  be  entitled  to  when  such  co- 
habitation shall  take  place  shall  be  held  to  her  separate 
use,  shows  again  that  the  Legislature  are  dealing  in  that 
section,  as  in  the  former,  with  property  capable  of  being 
settled  to  her  separate  use — ^that  is,  with  property  in  which 
she  is  beneficially  interested,  and  not  with  trust  property. 

And,  as  to  the  26th  section,  the  argument  of  the  Plain- 
tiff overlooks  the  distinction  between  dissolution  of  mar- 
riage and  judicial  separation.  In  the  latter,  the  wife  is,  for 
a  time,  and  for  certain  purposes,  to  be  treated  as  a  feme 
sole,  but  that  is  merely  temporary;  the  unity  of  husband 
and  wife  is  not  dissolved,  it  exists  merely  during  the  separa- 
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1858.        tion,  and  whenever  the  separation  is  put  an  end  to,  the 
Bathe       husband's  rights  and  liabilities  revive,  without  any  further 

England. 

A^i^         Mr.  James,  Q.C.,  replied. 
Judgment  reserved. 


jmeAih.      Vicb-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

**^"*"^'  The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  a  married  womaD, 
who  has  obtained  from  a  magistrate,  under  the  recent  Divorce 
and  Matrimonial  Causes  Act  (a),  an  order  of  protection, 
whereby  she  is  placed  in  the  same  position  as  if  a  judicial 
separation  had  been  pronoimced,  in  reference  to  the  sec- 
tions of  the  Act  which  I  have  to  consider,  is  entitled,  as 
executrix  and  residuary  legatee  under  a  will,  to  require  a 
transfer  from  the  Bank  of  England  of  stock  standing  in 
the  name  of  the  testatrix. 

I  may  observe,  that  although  the  order  for  separation  is 
dated  since  the  will  was  proved,  the  desertion  took  place  at 
a  much  earlier  period,  and  the  25th  section  would  relate 
back  to  that  period  by  virtue  of  the  words  at  the  end  of 
the  21st  section,  that  the  wife  is  to  be  and  to  be  deemed  to 
have  been,  during  the  desertion,  in  the  same  position  as  if 
she  had  obtained  a  judicial  separation. 

The  question  raised  on  the  part  of  the  Bank  of  Engkmd 
is,  whether  the  clauses  in  the  Act  to  which  I  shall  refer  aie 
intended  to  apply  to  trust  property.  Perhaps,  however, 
the  argument  of  this  question  cannot  be  raised  to  the 
fiUlest  extent  on  the  present  case,  inasmuch  as  both  the 

(a)  20  &  21  Yict.  c.  M^  8.  21. 
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legal  and  beneficial  interest  is  in  the  Plaintiff,  she  being        i858. 
not  only  executrix  but  also  residuary  legatee.  ^"bTthb^ 

V. 

T&E  Bakk  of 
The  21st  section  enacts,  that  a  wife  deserted  by  her      Evolamd. 

husband  may  apply  to  a  magistrate  for  an  order  to  "protect  judgment, 
any  money  or  property  she  may  acquire  by  her  own  lawful 
industry,  and  property  which  she  may  become  possessed  of, 
after  such  desertion,  against  her  husband  or  his  creditors, 
or  any  person  claiming  imder  him/'  The  words  '^  property 
she  may  become  possessed  of  after  such  desertion,"  would 
include  the  property  in  question  in  this  case,  which  has 
been  acquired  in  the  manner  I  have  described.  The  sec- 
tion then  goes  on  to  provide  that  the  magistrate,  if  satisfied 
of  the  fact  of  such  desertion,  and  that  it  was  without  rea- 
sonable cause,  and  that  the  wife  is  maintaining  herself  by 
her  own  industry  or  property,  may  make  an  order  protecting 
her  earnings  and  property  acquired  since  the  commence- 
ment of  the  desertion,  firom  her  husband  and  all  creditors 
and  persons  claiming  under  him;  and  such  earnings  and 
property  shall  belong  to  the  wife  as  if  she  were  a  feme  sola 

Further  on  in  the  same  section  there  is  the  clause  to  which 
my  attention  was  called  in  the  argument  on  behalf  of  the 
Bonk,  that,  if  the  husband  or  any  of  his  creditors  shall 
seize  or  continue  to  hold  any  property  of  the  wife  after 
notice  of  any  such  order,  he  shall  be  liable  at  the  suit  of 
the  wife  to  restore  the  spedfic  property,  and  alsq  for  a  sum 
equal  to  double  the  value  of  the  property  so  seized  or  held 
after  notice  of  the  order.  No  doubt,  as  &r  as  that  portion 
of  the  section  is  concerned,  the  language  has  a  marked 
reference  to  property  which  the  wife  may  acquire  in  her 
own  right;  for,  as  it  was  very  properly  argued,  it  is  scarcely 
conceivable  that  the  Legislature  could  have  intended  the 
husband  or  his  creditors  to  forfeit  to  the  wife  double  the 
value  of  property  held  by  her  solely  in  autre  droit,  and  in 
which  she  has  herself  no  beneficial  interest 
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1858.  Then,  at  the  end  of  the  21st  section,  there  is  added  a 

Bathb  clause  which  certainly  seems  to  introduce  a  totally  separate 
Thb  Bakk  of  P^^^o^  *'  If  *"^y  such  order  of  protection  be  made,  the 
£molaiid.  ^e  shall,  during  the  continuance  thereof,  be,  and  be  deemed 
Jvdgmmu.  to  have  been,  during  such  desertion  of  her,  in  the  like  por- 
tion in  all  respects,  with  regard  to  property  and  contracts, 
and  suing  and  being  sued,  as  she  would  be  under  this  Act 
if  she  obtained  a  decree  of  judicial  separation.''  The  refer- 
ence there  made  to  the  position  of  a  wife  who  has  obtained 
a  decree  of  judicial  separation,  carries  us  on  to  the  25th 
and  26th  sections  of  the  Act ;  and  I  apprehend  the  true 
construction  of  the  21st  section  is,  that  the  protection  which 
the  earlier  part  of  the  section  affords  to  a  wife  who  has 
obtained  tiie  order  of  a  magistrate  is  one  thing,  and  the 
protection  which  the  concludmg  part  of  the  section  affords 
her  is  another, — is  something  additional  and  over  and  above 
that  species  of  protection  which  she  acquires  under  the 
former  clause.  If  that  interpretation  is  correct^  I  am  not 
embarrassed  by  any  consideration,  whether  the  earlier  part 
of  the  section  refers  to  trust  property  or  not^  because  it  is 
intended  that  some  additional  benefit  should  be  conferred 
by  the  latter  part  of  the  section. 

That  additional  benefit  is  to  be  found  in  the  25th  and 
26th  sectiona 

The  2^th  section  says: — ''In  every  case  of  a  judicial 
separation,  the  wife  shall,  from  the  date  of  the  sentence,'* 
which  is  extended  back  by  the  operation  of  the  21st  sec- 
tion to  the  date  of  the  desertion,  "and  whilst  the  separa- 
tion shall  continue,  be  considered  as  a  feme  sole  with 
respect  to  property  of  every  description  which  she  may 
acquire,  or  which  may  come  to  or  devolve  upon  her/'  Of 
course,  as  far  as  those  words  go,  they  carry  every  sort 
of  property,  trust  or  otherwise,  "and  such  property  may 
be  disposed  of  by  her  in  all  respects  as  a  feme  sole;  and, 
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on  her  decease,  the  same  shaU,  in  case  she  shall  die  intes- 
tate, go  as  the  same  would  have  gone  if  her  husband  had 
been  thai  dead''    That,  it  was  argued  for  the  Bank,  points  ^^^  ^j^^^  ^^ 
solely  to  property  which  the  wife  takes  beneficially,  there     England. 
being  no  need  to  insert  such  a  provision  with  reference  to  pro-     JydgmenL 
petty  of  which  she  is  possessed  simply  in  an  administrative  or 
executorial  capacity.  The  clause  proceeds : — "  Provided,  that^ 
if  any  such  wife  shall  again  cohabit  with  her  husband,  all 
sach  property  as  she  may  be  entitled  to  when  such  cohabita- 
tion shall  take  place  shall  be  held  to  her  separate  use,  sub- 
ject^ however,  to  any  agreement  in  writing  made  between 
herself  and  her  husband  whilst  separate."    That,  agaiui 
certainly  points  to  property  in  which  the  wife  has  the 
beneficial  interest 

On  the  other  hand,  we  must  proceed  to  the  next  section, 
the  26th,  which  says : — "  In  every  case  of  a  judicial  separa- 
tion, the  wife  shall,  whilst  so  separated,  be  considered  as  a 
feme  sole  for  the  purposes  of  contract,  and  wrongs  and 
injuries,  and  suing  and  being  sued  in  any  civil  proceeding; 
and  her  husband  shall  not  be  liable  in  respect  of  any 
engagement  or  contract  she  may  have  entered  into,  or  for 
any  wrongful  act  or  omission  by  her,  or  for  any  costs  she 
may  incur  as  Plaintiff  or  Defendant 

Those  words  certainly  point  in  a  very  marked  manner  to 
every  description  of  wrongful  act  that  can  be  done  by  the 
wife,  whether  in  reference  to  property  or  to  anything  else« 
It  would  be  difficult  to  contend,  that,  under  those  words^ 
the  husband,  if  sued  in  respect  of  a  devastavit  committed 
by  his  wife  during  the  separation,  would  not  be  able  to 
plead  that  he  was  exempted  by  the  Act  firom  all  liability 
in  respect  of  such  wrongful  acts  on  the  part  of  his  wife; 
And  if  so,  the  wife  must,  of  course,  possess  the  correlative 
right  of  having  control  over  the  property  during  the  sepa- 
vol*  IV.  p  p 
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1858.        ration.     It  would  be  absurd  to  hold,  that  the  wife  is  liable 
Baths       ^  ^  ^^  ^^  respect  of  anj  deyastavit  committed  during 
Thb  Bank  op  *^®  separatioD,  if  she  is  not  also  the  sole  person  entitled  to 
Eholasd.     interfere  to  protect  the  property. 


Jmigmad. 


As  regards  the  old  law  in  reference  to  this  subject,  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  decisions  in  cases  where  the  husband 
had  abjured  the  realm  have  but  little  bearing  on  the  ques- 
tion. Those  cases  were  put  upon  their  true  ground  by 
Lord  Eldon,  when  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas,  in 
Marsh  v.  Hutchin8on(a),  where  he  had  occasion  to  com- 
ment upon  some  earlier  decisions,  which  had  allowed,  as  he 
thought,  too  great  a  latitude  to  married  women  as  regards 
suing  and  being  sued  alone,  extending  the  doctrine  not 
merely  to  instances  in  which  the  husband  had  abjured  the 
realm  and  cases  of  actual  banishment^  but  also  to  cases  in 
which  the  husband  had  been  merely  transported  for  a  term 
of  years,  and  others  of  a  similar  character. 

The  case  of  Ma/rsh  v.  Hutchi/nson  was  the  simple  case 
of  an  EnglishTnan,  employed  in  the  service  of  the  British 
Government,  and  resident  in  HoUomd.  Having  lands 
there,  upon  tl^e  cessation  of  his  employment^  in  conse- 
quence of  war  between  the  two  countries,  he  sent  his  wife 
and  family  to  this  country,  but  continued  to  reside  abroad 
himself;  and  it  was  held  that  the  wife,  not  having  repre- 
sented herself  as  a  feme  sole,  was  not  liable  to  be  sued  as 
such.  Lord  Eldon  says : — "  Had  the  Defendant's  hus- 
band been  engaged  in  the  service  of  Government  only,  it 
might  have  made  a  material  di£Perence  in  the  case.  The 
question,  however,  in  the  view  of  the  law,  may,  perhaps, 
be  reduced  to  this:  whether,  the  Defendant's  husband 
having  been  employed  in  Holland  by  the  British  Govern- 
ment, he  has  remained  there  after  the  cessation  of  that 
(a)  2  Bos.  &  Poll.  226. 
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employment,  merely  to  collect   what  the  civilians   call        1858/ 

smnmaa  rerum,  or  with  any  further  views?   and  yet  if       bathb 

it  were  clear  that  this  man  never  intended  to  return  to  .p^^  banko 

EngUmd,  and  might,  therefore,  be  represented  as  incapable     Kholanix 

of  being  sued  in  this  country,  before  we  come  to  a  conclu-     JmdgmeM, 

sion  upon  the  case,  there  are  many  considerations  to  be 

weighed.    In  the  case  of  abjuration,  and  in  those  other  cases 

which  amount  to  a  civil  death,  I  think  that  I  imderstand 

the  situation  in  which  the  wife  was  placed.    The  husband 

being  civilly  dead,  the  wife  was  entitled  to  dower  of  his 

land  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  were  actually  dead ;  so 

she  became  entitled  to  the  enjoyment  and  profits  of  her 

own  land,  though,  if  he  had  not  been  civilly  dead,  he  would 

have  been  seised  of  the  lands  in  her  right:  and,  indeed,  she 

might  have  sued  for  an  assault  in  her  own  name,  and  might 

have  been  made  a  Defendant  without  her  husband,  in  all 

cases  in  which  the  husband  must  otherwise  have  been  joined 

In  those  cases  there  is  no  di£ficulty;  because  the  fiction  of 

law,  which  considers  the  husband  as  civilly  dead,  puts  the 

wife  in  the  same  situation  as  if  he  were  actually  dead.'' 

He  then  proceeds  to  refer  to  the  various  difficulties  which 

might  result  from  extending  the  same  rule  to  cases  of  mere 

transportation  in  the  event  of  the  husband  returning  to 

England,  and  seems  throughout  to  place  the  case  of  ab- 

jmation  and  poritive  banishment  upon  a  totally  different 

ground  from  any  which  it  is  material  to  consider  in  this 

case. 

Lord  JEldon  took  the  same  view,  that  the  earlier  autho- 
rities had  gone  too  far  with  respect  to  married  women 
sumg  and  being  sued  alone  in  the  case  of  PammeU  v. 
Taylor  (a);  where,  having  first  followed  a  case  before  Lord 
Hardwidce,  in  which  he  granted  a  writ  of  ne  exeat  against 
a  married  woman,  an  executrix,  her  husband  not  being  a 

(a)  1  Tom.  k  R.  96. 
P  P  2 
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1858.        party  to  the  suit^  he  said,  that  when  the  older  cases  came 

""^^^^^      to  be  sifted,  the  authority  upon  which  Lord  Hardwidce 

^     ^'  relied  did  not  support  his  decision;  and  he  reversed  his 

Thb  Bank  or  ,       .       ,  .  ,   ,     ,     ,  ,  .      i. 

Enolahd.     own  order,  m  which  he  had  granted  a  wnt  of  ne  exeat 

A  case  which  appears  to  me  to  have  considerable  bearing 
upon  the  construction  of  this  Act  of  Parliament  is  that  of 
InneU  v.  Ifewman(a).    There  the  vnfe  was  an  executrix, 
and  had  brought  an  action  in  the  name  of  herself  and  her 
husband,  as  she  was  obliged  to  do,  to  recover  certain  pro- 
perty of  her  testator.    It  is  not  stated — ^possibly  at  law  the 
question  would  not  be  very  material — whether  she  was 
residuary  legatee,  or  had  any  beneficial  interest  in  the 
property  when  recovered.    But  the  husband  had  given  a 
release  of  the  debt  to  the  Defendant,  and  the  motion  was 
to  set  aside  the  release,  on  the  ground  that  there  had  been 
an  agreement  entered  into  by  deed  between  the  huslnnd 
and  his  wife,  ''whereby  he  agreed  to  allow  her  to  eojoy 
as  her  distinct  and  separate  estate  and  property  all  such 
effects  whatsoever  which  she  might  thereafter  purchase  or 
acquire,  or  which,  by  any  gift,  grants  limitation,  devise, 
bequest,  descent,  or  representation,  she,  or  IrmeJl,  his  heirs; 
executors,  or  administratoref,  in  her  right  should  be  euiitled 
to,  and  that  these  should  be  enjoyed  without  any  interrup- 
tion by  InnM;  and  that  he  would  not  at  any  time  do  any 
act  to  impede  the  operation  of  that  deed,  but  would  at  all 
times  allow  of,  ratify,  and  confirm  all  lawftd  and  equitable 
proceedings  to  be  brought  or  prosecuted  in  his  or  their 
name  or  names,  with  or  without  his  wife,  fcnr  recovering  and 
obtaining  such  real  and  personal  estates.^    I  cannot  help 
observing,  that  the  terms  of  that  agreement  are  veiy 
similar  to  the  language  of  the  25th  section  of  the  Act 
now  imder  discussion,  appearing  certainly  to  refer  simply  to 
property  which  the  wife  might  acquire  in  her  own  right  and 
(a)  4  B.  &  Aid.  419. 
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for  her  own  benefit,  and  not  to  property  she  nught  acquire         1858. 
in  an  executorial  capacity;  and  so,  indeed,  it  was  argued      ^bIthb" 
by  the  counsel  who  showed  cause  against  setting  aside  the  ^^  ^"^ 
release;  nevertheless,  the  Court  held  the  release  must  be     Enoland. 
set  aside,  the  agreement  precluding  the  husband  firom     jwdgmmi. 
executing  such  a  release.    Two  of  the  judges  did  not 
think  it  necessary  to  decide  whether  he  would  be  able  to 
deal  with  the  property  when  recovered ;  but  they  held  the 
agreement  did,  in  effect,  prevent  his  interfering  to  stay  his 
wife  from  recovering  that  for  which  she  was  suing  in  her 
capacity  of  executrix.    Chief  Justice  A  bboU  says : — "  Whilst 
the  husband  continues  to  relinquish  his  marital  rights^  it 
would  be  contrary  both  to  equity  and  justice,  if  we  were  to 
allow  him,  in  direct  violation  of  the  contract  which  he  has 
made,  to  execute  a  release  of  this  sort,  and  thereby  to 
render  the  suit  commenced  by  his  wife  in  her  character  of 
executrix  utterly  unavailing.     It  is  not  necessary  for  us  to 
decide  as  to  the  right  of  the  husband  to  receive  the  money 
when  recovered  by  the  present  action.     All  that  we  do  on 
the  present  occasion  is  to  say  that  he  shall  not  be  allowed 
in  this  manner  to  prevent  the  suit  from  proceeding/'  That, 
t)f  course,  could  only  be  by  reason  of  his  agreement  not  to 
interfere  with  his  wife's  recovering  the  property.     Mr. 
Justice  Bayley  says : — "  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The 
wife  in  this  case  is  bound,  as  executrix,  to  act  for  the 
general  benefit  of  all  persons  interested  under  the  will  of 
the  testator,  and  the  husband  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to 
prevent  this  by  a  wrongful  act,  which  would  amount  to  a 
devastavit  on  his  part ;  he  is  not  to  release  the  debt  with- 
out sufficient  compensation,  but  ought  to  suffer  the  suit 
to  go  on  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  the  debt    He  may, 
perhaps,  be  entitled  to  intercept  the  money,  when  it  is 
ascertained  upon  a  trial  how  much  is  due;  but  he  ought 
not  to  be  allowed  in  this  manner  to  prevent  any  trial  from 
taking  place/'    Mr.  Justice  Holroyd  goes  further;  he  says: 
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1858.        — -''  I  think  that  this  release  ought  not  to  be  avaOaUe  to 

^~^2^^      the  Defendant^  being  given  under  such  drcumstanoes  and 

9»  in  the  nrognress  of  the  causa     I  do  not  acree  in  the  con- 

Thb  Bank  of  '^  ^    .  . 

Emolamd.     struction  which  has  been  put  upon  the  deed  in  the  couiBe 

/tf^MiL  of  the  argument  It  seems  to  me  to  extend  to  properly 
claimed  by  the  vAfe  m  her  repreaentcUvve  capacity ^  and 
I  think  that  this  release  is  dearly  in  fraud  of  the  deed  of 
separation.''  And  Mr.  Justice  Beslfs  observations  are  to 
the  same  effect: — ''This  action  is  brought  on  the  fiuth  of 
the  stipulation  contained  in  the  deed  of  separation,  and  I 
think  that  the  husband  ought  not^  under  such  circum- 
stances, to  be  allowed  to  release  the  debt^  and  so  altogether 
to  defeat  the  action.'' 

That  decision,  besides  bemg  an  authority  as  to  the  con- 
struction to  be  put  upon  words  similar  to  those  in  the 
Act  before  me,  suggests  an  important  reason  why  a  like 
construction  should  be  given  to  the  language  of  the  Act— 
at  least  in  a  case  (and  that  is  all  which  I  have  now  to 
determine)  where  the  wife  is  not  only  executrix,  but  alao 
residuary  legatee — ^for,  if  a  contrary  construction  be  adopted, 
the  husband  will  be  at  liberty  to  release  the  debt  in  ques- 
tion, and  may  directly  and  immediately  diminish  the  per- 
sonal estate,  to  which  his  wife,  as  residuary  legatee,  is 
entitled ;  nay,  more,  if  a  wife,  being  at  once  executrix  and 
residuary  legatee,  is  not  protected  by  the  Act,  her  huBband 
may  sue  for  and  recover  the  property  of  the  testator,  which 
forms  part  of  her  residuary  estate,  and  no  act  of  hers  can 
possibly  prevent  him  from  so  doing. 

I  confesR  I  find  it  difficult  to  discover  any  sound  distinc- 
tion for  this  purpose  between  a  bequest  of  a  term  of  years, 
or  a  specific  bequest  of  stock,  where,  the  bequest  being  as- 
sented to,  the  thing  bequeathed  becomes  the  immediate 
property  of  the  legatee,  from  the  case  before  me  of  a  reo- 
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dnaiy  bequest^  which  is  equally  the  property  of  the  legatee^        i858. 
but  subject  to  a  charge  for  payment  of  debta  ^bItm' 

V. 

What  appears  to  me  to  make  it  imperative  to  adopt  the  '^j^^land*^' 
ooDstmction  for  which  the  Plaintiff  contends  is  this,  that» 
by  the  effect  of  the  25th  and  26th  sections  of  the  Act,  the 
wife  can  sue  and  be  sued  alone  in  all  proceedings,  and  the 
husband  is  not  responsible  for  any  engagement,  any  wrong- 
ful act^  or  any  omission  on  her  part;  and  inasmuch  as  he 
is  not  so  responsible  and  she  is  made  so  responsible,  it 
seems  to  follow,  as  a  necessary  inference,  that  she  must 
have  power  to  sue  for  and  to  get  in  the  estate  in  respect  of 
which  she  is  made  responsible,  and  thus  to  prevent  the  loss 
which  would  otherwise  accrue  to  those  who  are  interested 
in  the  estate. 

In  the  present  case,  however,  I  am  not  called  upon  to 
decide  that  question  to  its  full  extent  (a).  Here  the  wife, 
besides  being  executrix,  has  also  the  beneficial  interest,  sub^ 
ject  only  to  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies;  and  that 
being  so,  I  am  bound  to  give  her  the  full  benefit  intended 
for  her  by  the  Legislatiuu 


Mr.  Jaimes,  Q.  C,  asked  that  the  Bank  might  pay  costs, 
or,  at  all  events,  might  bear  their  own  costa  The  decision 
would  govern  future  cases,  had  been  cheaply  obtained,  and 
wa^  one  of  great  importance  to  the  Bank  The  Plaintiff 
had  nothing  but  the  fund  in  question. 

Mr.  RoU  contended  that  the  Bank  should  have  their  costa. 
Quoad  the  property  in  question,  they  were  trusteea 

The  Vice-Chancellor. — It  is  a  question  of  the  greatest 
(a)  Vide  infr^  p.  578,  fio/e. 
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1858.  nicety,  and  one  requiring  to  be  Bettled,  for  the  protection  of 

^'^^^^^  the  public  at  larga    The  property  in  question  is  Console 

^     J!'  as  to  which  the  Bank  are  public  trustees.     If  it  had  been 
The  Ba5K  or  .       •  . 

Ekoland.  Bank  Stock,  which  is  their  own  property,  a  different  ques- 

Judgment,  tion  might  have  arisen.   As  it  is,  I  cannot  possibly  say  that 

the  Bank  ought  to  pay  costs. 


4fffH(lB  of  Declabe,  that  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  transfer  the  stock  and  to  le- 

Decree,        ceive  the  dividends  in  question,  without  the  concnmenoe  of  her  has- 
'  band,  and  as  if  she  were  a  feme  sole.    Order  transfer  and  payment 

accordingly.    No  order  as  to  costs. 


Note. — ^In  consequence  of  the  the  purpose  of  declaring  the  Yioe* 

foregoing  decision,  a  clause  was  Chancellor*s  construction  of  the 

introduced  into  the  Divorce  and  former  Act  (20  &  21  Vict  c.  85) 

Matrimonial  Causes  Amendment  to  be  law.     See  21  &  22  Vict, 

Act  (21  &  22  Vict.  c.  108),  for  c.  1Q8,  s.  7, 
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THE  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  MATHIAS.  June  6^  24<a, 

TSth. 
HE  Queen^  in  right  of  her  Crown,  ia  seised  to  herself,        

her  heirs,  and  successors,  of  the  soil  of  the  Forest  of  Dea/n,    y.  ^^ 

in  the  county  of  OUyacester,  with  its  mines  and  minerals;  and  Mr.  Justice 

sohject  to  the  rights  and  privileges  vested  in  the  registered         

free  miners  of  the  forest^  under  an  Act  passed  in  the  year    RigktiofOe 

Croion     OiS 

1838,  for  regulating  the  opening  and  working  of  mines  and     g^n  <ff»» 
quaniee  in  the  fore8t((i).  itJ^aTa  or 

FoTtiienofih» 

By  this  Act  commissioners  were  appomted  for  canymg  6t/%  to  oe- 
the  Act  into  execution  (sect  1),  and  it  was  enacted,  that  J/nS^^/v^ 
certain  persons  therein  described  should  be  taken  to  be  '«»««''f--^»»« 
free  mmers  (sect.  15);  that  a  register  of  the  persons  being  a«orr«»— 
free  miners  should  be  made  as  therein  mentioned  (sect  16) ;  Rents^i  ^  3 
that  no  person  should  be  deemed  a  free  miner  whose  name  qJ^ApZ- 
waa  not  registered  as  such  (sect  21);  and  that  such  free  tcripUonr^Lott 

a  Pttndrc    • 
StattUea  oflAmitatiofk — Manors, 

The  Defendants  claimed,  as  woodwards  or  foresters  of  the  Crown,  a  right  to  grant  to  oer- 
tun  free  miners  gales  or  licenses  for  working  stone  quarries  in  unindiosed  lands,  part  of 
the  Forett  ofDetm,  the  soil  whereof  was  in  the  Crown,  to  exact  gale  fees  or  rents  in  respect 
tliereof,  and  to  apply  the  same  to  their  own  nse  without  accounting  to  the  Crown: — Held,  (in- 
dependently of  the  considerations  that  the  alleged  right,  had  It  existed,  would  have  been  extin- 
guished by  the  Dean  Forett  Mines  Act,  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  43,  and  that  the  evidence  failed  to 
estsbliflh  the  exercise  of  any  such  right  in  point  of  &ct),  that  no  such  right  coul4  exist  in 
point  of  law:  for,  with  regard,  Jtrst,  to  the  free  miners,  it  was  a  claim  to  subvert  the  soil  and 
carry  away  the  substratum  without  stint  or  limit,  which  could  not  be  established  (l)by  custom, 
for  it  was  a  profit  h  prendre,  which  cannot  be  claimed  in  alieno  solo;  nor  (2)  hy  pretcr^tionf 
for  prescription,  to  be  good,  must  be  both  reasonable  and  certain,  and  this  was  neither;  nor  (3) 
by  presuming  a  lost  grants  for  prescription  presupposes  a  grant,  and  if  such  a  grant  cannot 
be  presumed  before,  k  fortiori  it  cannot  after,  the  period  of  legal  memory;  and  a  claim  which 
cannot  lawfully  be  made  upon  one  of  these  three  foundations,  cannot  be  substantiated  by  a  user, 
however  long,  and  is  not  saved  by  any  Statute  of  Limitations;  and  with  regard,  eecond^f,  to  the 
Defendants,  besides  the  foregoing  objections,  thev  could  not  show  a  valid  prescription  exempt- 
ing them,  as  officers  of  the  Crown,  from  accountmg  for  the  proceeds  of  the  Crown*s  soil  which 
they  had  sold. 

The  office  of  woodward  or  forester  of  the  Crown  is  an  office  of  trust,  incapable  of  assign- 
ment without  a  license  from  the  Crown  founded  on  the  return  to  a  writ  of  ad  quod  damnum. 

Whether  such  an  office  can  be  annexed  to  a  manor — qucere. 
(a)  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  43. 
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Attornet- 
Gene&al 

V. 

Mathias. 
Statement 


miners,  duly  registered  as  such,  should  haire  the  exdusive 
right  to  have  gales  or  leases  of  quarries  within  the  forest 
(sect  23).  The  commissioners  were  directed,  withm  three 
years  from  the  passing  of  the  Act,  to  make  an  award  ascer- 
taining what  persons  at  the  passing  of  the  Act  were  in  pos- 
session of  or  entitled  to  gales  of  stone  quarries  within  the 
forest  (sect  24),  and  to  set  out  by  their  award  the  metes 
and  bounds  of  each  gale  or  quarry,  which  was  thereupon  to 
be  held  by  the  person  entitled  thereto  for  the  term  and  in 
manner  therein  stated,  pajring  to  her  Majesty,  her  heirs 
and  successors,  such  yearly  rent  as  therein  mentioned 
(sect  27).  After  the  execution  of  their  award,  all  the 
customs  respecting  mines  and  quarries  and  the  rights  and 
privileges  of  free  miners,  other  than  such  as  were  confirmed 
by  the  Act  or  the  award,  were  to  cease  (sect.  31).  Power  was 
given  to  the  Commissioners  of  the  Woods  and  Forests  to 
grant  leases  of  quarries  in  the  forest  for  twenty-one  jeare 
to  any  persons  being  free  miners  as  aforesaid;  and  it  was 
enacted,  that,  after  the  passing  of  the  Act,  no  quarry  with- 
in the  forest  should  be  opened  by  any  person  whomsoever 
other  than  under  or  by  virtue  of  a  lease  to  be  granted  as 
aforesaid,  notwithstanding  any  custom  or  usage  to  the  con- 
trary; and  that  no  person  should  be  entitled  to  any  quany 
within  the  forest  except  such  as  under  the  aforesaid  pro- 
visions should  be  specified  in  the  commons  award,  or  ex- 
cept the  same  should  be  held  under  a  lease,  to  be  granted 
in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act  (sect  83). 


In  July,  1841,  the  commisioners  made  their  award,  as 
required  by  the  Act. 


Notwithstanding  the  Act,  and  the  award,  the  Defendants 
Mathias  claimed  to  grant,  and  did  in  fact  affect  to  grant 
to  persons  not  named  in  the  award,  and  not  being  free 
miners,  and  in  particular  to  the  Defendant  Morse,  gales  or 
licenses  for  working  stone   quarries  in  iminclosed 
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within  a  part  of  the  forest  called  Blakeney  Walk,  exacting 
in  respect  thereof  certain  gale  fees  or  rents,  which  they 
applied  to  their  own  use  without  accounting  to  the  Crown. 

Tinder  these  circumstances,  an  information  was  e^bited 
on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  praying  (1),  that  it  might  be  de- 
clared that  the  Defendants  Matiiiaa  had  not  any  right  or 
title  to  grant  gales  or  leases  within  any  part  of  the  forest 
to  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  or  to  exact  gale  fees 
or  rents  in  respect  thereof  and  that  they  might  be  restrained 
from  making  or  granting  any  more  such  grants  or  leases; 
and  that  the  Defendant  Morse  might  be  restrained  from 
continuing  his  quarry ;  and  (2),  for  an  account  of  the  quan- 
tities of  stone  worked  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the 
Defendants  upon  her  Majesty's  lands  within  the  forest,  and 
of  the  issues  and  profits  thereof  received  by  the  Defendants, 
and  an  account  of  the  sums  of  money,  fees,  rents,  and  royal- 
ties received  by  the  Defendants  Mathias  in  respect  of  any 
gales  or  leases  made  or  granted  by  them,  or  any  of  their 
predecessors  in  title,  within  any  part  of  the  forest 

The  Defendants  Mathias,  by  their  answer  to  the  amend- 
ed information,  admitted  that  the  soil  of  Blakeney  Walk 
was  in  the  Crown ;  but  submitted  that  they  had  the  exclu- 
sive right  to  grant  gales  or  licenses  for  working  stone  quar- 
ries therein,  if  not  to  all  persons  whomsoever  they  might 
choose  to  select  for  that  purpose,  at  all  events  to  free 
miners  of  the  forest 
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They  claimed  this  right  as  successors  in  title  to  one 
WiUiam  Ambrose,  in  whose  favour  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment contained,  in  the  85th  section,  the  following  saving 
dauae: — "Whereas  a  daim  was  made  by  WilUamAwr 
hrose.  Esquire,  as  lord  of  the  manor  of  Blakeney,  before  the 
said  commissioners  of  inquiry/'  (meaning  the  commission- 
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era  of  inquiry  into  mattera  relating  to  the  Forest  of  Deem, 
appointed  in  1832),  ''  to  grant  gales  for  quarries  and  exact 
gale  fees  and  rents  within  the  bailiwick  of  Blakeney,  in  the 
said  forest,  founded  upon  some  grant,  or  alleged  grants 
made  by  her  Majesty's  royal  predecessor  King  Edward  the 
Third,  which  claim  is  not  admitted,  but  altogether,  denied  on 
behalf  of  her  Majesty ;  and  legal  proceedings  have  been  in* 
stituted  by  the  Attomey-General  on  behalf  of  her  Majesty, 
and  are  now  depending,  for  the  trial  of  such  claim;  be  it 
therefore  enacted,  that  nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall 
prejudice  the  just  and  legal  rights  of  the  said  William 
ATnirose,  or  the  just  and  legal  rights  of  her  Majesty,  her 
heirs  and  successora,  in  relation  to  such  claims,  or  any  pro- 
ceedings already  taken,  or  which  may  be  hereafter  taken, 
by  or  on  behalf  of  her  Majesty,  her  heira  and  successors,  or 
the  said  WiUiam  Arribrose,  his  heirs,  executora,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  in  relation  to  such  claim  so  preferred 
by  or  on  his  behalf  as  aforesaid.^ 


They  alleged  that  the  office  of  woodward  or  forester  of 
the  Crown  had  been  annexed,  from  time  immemorial,  to  the 
manor  of  BlaJceney,  and  had  been  held  as  such  by  WiUiam 
Ambrose  and  his  predecessora  in  title,  lords  of  that  manor; 
and  that  throughout  the  period  of  legal  memory  he  and  his 
predecessora  in  title  had  exercised  the  right  now  claimed  of 
granting  gales  as  a  perquisite  of  their  office  as  woodwards 
or  foresters  of  the  Crown. 

The  manor  of  Blakeney  is  a  small  manor,  lying  without 
the  limits  of  the  present  Forest  of  Dean. 


Evidence  was  adduced  by  the  Defendants  with  a  view  to 
show  that  the  right  they  claimed  had  been  exercised  by 
their  predecessora  in  title,  as  alleged  in  their  answer;  but 
the  Court  was  of  opinion  that  there  waa  no  evidence  of 
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such  user  before  the  time  of  Bang  Uha/rlea  the  Firsts  and 
that  all  the  acts  on  which  the  Defendants  relied  as  evidence 
of  such  user  were  simply  acts  of  usurpation. 

On  the  other  hand,  four  grants  by  King  Ed/ward  the 
Third  of  the^offioe  of  bailiff,  or  woodward  of  the  forest^  were 
produced  on  the  part  of  the  Crown. 
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Mr.  Jcumes,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Hanson,  for  the  Crown,  con- 
tended, fir£ft^  that  the  right  claimed,  being  a  right  to  sub- 
vert the  soil,  and  to  cany  away  the  substratum  without 
stint  or  limit,  was  one  which  could  not,  in  point  of  law, 
exist  in  any  person  other  than  the  Crown,  the  owner  of  the 
soil;  much  less  could  such  a  right  exist  in  the  Defendants 
claiming  as  foresters  or  officers  in  trust  for  the  Crown. 
Secondly,  that,  even  if  such  a  right  could  exist  in  point  of 
law,  the  evidence  &iled  to  show  that  it  ever  had  existed,  in 
point  of  fiujt,  in  any  of  the  persons  through  whom  the 
Defendants  claimed;  and,  thirdly,  that  if  both  the  previous 
objections  were  surmounted,  and  the  right  in  question  had 
existed  down  to  the  passing  of  the  Act  1  &  2  Vict  c.  43,  it 
was  extinguished  by  the  Act,  unless  the  Defendants  could 
bring  themselves  within  the  saving  clause  in  favour  of 
Ambrose^a);  which  they  could  not 

The  Crown,  therefore,  was  entitled  to  a  declaration  and 
to  an  injunction  as  prayed,  as  also  to  an  account;  but  with 
regard  to  the  aocoimt  of  what  had  been  received  for  gales 
or  leases,  they  would  ask  it  only  in  respect  of  gales  or 
leases  granted  by  the  Defendants,  without  adding  "or  any 
of  their  predecessors  in  title.'" 

Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.  G,  and  Mr.  W.  Morris,  for  the  De- 
fendants—* 

(a)  1  &  2  Vict  c.  43,  s.  85. 


Argument. 
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Did  not  claim  to  grant  gales  to  any  stranger,  bat  only 
to  free  miners ;  which  right,  they  contended,  was  saved  by 
the  85th  section  of  the  Act  (a).  They  cited  Manwood^s 
Forest  Laws^  to  show  that  the  office  of  woodward  could  be 
annexed  to  a  manor;  and  contended  that  the  evidoioe 
proved  that  in  this  case  it  had  been  so  annexed.  Rogers 
y.  BrenUmQ))  showed  that  the  custom  of  tin-bounding  in 
Comvxdl,  which  is  a  profit  a  prendre,  can  exist  in  aL'eno 
solo ;  and  here  it  was  in  evidence,  that  the  rights  claimed 
by  the  Defendants  had  been  exercised  throughout  the 
period  of  legal  memory,  or,  at  all  events,  for  more  than  a 
century,  so  as  to  entitle  the  Defendants  to  the  benefit  of  the 
Nullum  Tempus  Act(o),  and  the  Statutes  of  limitation. 


Mr.  /amea,  Q.C.,  replied. 

[In  addition  to  the  authorities  referred  to  in  the  opinion 
of  Mr.  Justice  Bylea,  the  following  cases  were  cited:— 
Heddy  v.  Whedhotiae  (d),  Lord  Pelham  v.  Picker8giU(e), 
Sdby  V.  Robm8on(f),  OrvmMead  v.  Marlowe  (^),  Roe  dem. 
Johnson  V.  Ireland  (A),  Ooodtitle  dem.  Parker  v.  BaHi- 
vA/n(i),  Mayor  of  Kingstonrupon-HuU  v.  Homer  (k), 
Bright  v.  Walker  {l)^  Attomey-Oeneral  v.  Lord  Ho- 
tham(rifi),  Oiison  v.  Clark  (n)^  Attomey-Oeneral  v.  The 
Corporation  of  London(p),  MiU  v.  The  Commissioners 
of  the  New  Forest  {p).'] 

Judgment  reserved. 


(a)  Supri^  p.  581. 
(h)  10  Q.  B.  26. 
(c)  9  Geo.  3,  c.  16. 
\d)  Cro.  Eliz.  558,  591. 
(c)  1  T.  R.  667. 
(/)  2  Id.  758. 
(^)  4  Id.  717. 
(A)  11  East,  280. 


(0  Id.  488. 
(A)  Cowp.  102. 
(0  1  Cr.  M.  &  R.  211. 
(m)  T.  &  R.  209. 
(fi)  1  Jac.  &  W.  159. 
(o)  2  Mac.  &  6.  247. 
(p)  18  C.  B.  60. 


CASES  m  CHANCERY. 


685 


Mr.  Justice  Btles  now  read  the  following  opinion: — 

The  Defendants,  Messrs.  Maihias,  daim  a  right  to  grant 
gales  or  licenses  for  working  stone  quarries  in  uninclosed 
lands  within  a  part  of  the  royal  Forest  of  Deem,  called 
Ebkeney  Walk,  to  exact  payments  in  the  shape  of  gale 
fees  or  rents  in  respect  thereof,  and  to  apply  those  pay^ 
ments  to  their  own  use  without  accounting  to  the  Crown. 

They  allege  that  they  enjoy  this  right  as  woodwards  or 
foresters  of  the  Crown  in  EUxkeney  Walk;  that  the  office 
of  woodward  or  forester  was  annexed  to  a  small  manor 
called  BlaJceney  Manor,  which  is  without  the  limits  of  the 
present  Forest  of  Deem;  and  that  the  office,  with  its  per- 
quisites, has  devolved  upon  them  as  owners  of  that  manor. 

This  is,  in  effect,  an  alleged  right  of  an  officer  of  the 
Crown  to  sell  the  soil  of  the  Crown,  and  not  to  account 
for  the  proceeds.  It  is  plain,  to  say  the  least,  that  serious 
doubts  may  exist  as  to  the  legality  of  any  such  right,  and 
that,  if  it  can  l^aUy  exists  it  ought  to  be  established  by 
evidence  cogent  and  invincible. 

Butk  on  the  threshold  of  the  case,  before  arriving  at  the 
Uro  inquiries — firsts  whether,  in  point  of  law,  the  alleged 
right  can  exist ;  and,  secondly,  whether,  if  so,  it  ever  did  in 
&ct  exist — the  Informant  presents  the  preliminary  diffi- 
culty that  the  Defendants'  rights,  if  ever  they  had  any,  are 
extinguished  by  the  Statute  1  &  2  Vict  a  43. 

Into  the  detailed  provisions  of  that  statute  it  is  not 
i^ecessary  to  enter ;  for  it  is  admitted,  that,  unless  the  De- 
fendants can  bring  themselves  within  the  words  of  a  saving 
clause  (section  85)  introduced  for  the  benefit  of  their  pre- 
decessor in  title,  one  WiUiami  Ambrose,  the  statute  and 
^  award  made  under  it  extinguish  all  previous  rights  of 
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quarrying,  however  good  in  law  and  however  clearly  esta- 
blished in  fact^  thus  making  a  tabiila  rasa^  on  which  to 
inscribe  the  new  rights  created  by  the  statute* 

That  saving  clause  does  not  purport  to  save  all  the  rights 
of  WiUiam  Ambrose,  whatever  they  may  have  been,  but 
only  his  right  as  he  stated  and  claimed  it  before  the  com- 
missioners of  inquiry.  His  claim,  as  appears  firom  tiie 
same  section  (85),  was  this : — ^A  claim  by  him  as  lord  of  the 
manor  oiBlakeney,  founded  on  a  grant  of  King  Edward  the 
Third,  to  grant  gales  for  quarries  and  exact  gale  fees  and 
rents  within  the  bailiwick  of  Blakeriey. 


The  first  observation  upon  the  saving  clause  is,  that  even 
if  the  daim  be  perfectly  legal  and  well  established,  it  is 
not  clear  that  the  saving  clause  would  prevent  the  indirect 
operation  on  the  Defendants'  rights  of  the  extinctive  clauses 
of  the  statute.    For,  from  the  Defendants'  answers,  and 
from  the  statements  of  their  counsel,  it  appears  that  the 
Defendants  do  not  claim  a  right  to  grant  a  gale  or  license 
to  any  stranger,  but  only  to  persons  called  free  miners^ 
who,  though  not  claiming  in  respect  of  any  land  owned  or 
occupied  by  them,  but  only  in  respect  of  their  birth,  resi- 
dence,  or  occupation  within  the  district,  yet  claimed  a  right 
to  have  these  ^es  granted  to  them.    The  rents  and  profits 
of  the  Defendants  appear,  therefore,  on  their  own  state- 
ment^ to  be  entirely  dependent  on  the  rights  of  the  old 
free  miners.     But,  by  the  statute,  a  new  body  of  free 
miners  is  substituted  for  the  old  body,  and  the  old  body  of 
free  miners  is  extinguished.     The  new  free  miners  are  to 
be  registered ;  and  by  section  21,  no  person  is  to  be  deemed 
a  free  miner  whose  name  is  not  upon  the  register.    To  the 
new  registered  free  miners  alone  are  gales  or  leases  of 
quarries  for  the  future  to  be  granted  (section  23).    Now, 
as  to  the  Defendant  Morse,  to  whom  the  other  Defendants 
are  accused  by  the  information  of  galing  a  quarry^  he  i» 
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not  one  of  the  new  registered  free  miners,  and  the  righta^ 
of  all  the  old  free  miners  to  gales  are  abolished  alMolutdj. 
How^  then,  can  the  Defendants,  Messrs.  Maihiaa^  support 
a  daim  to  grant  gales  to  persons  not  only  whose  title  to 
demand  a  gale,  but  whose  capacity  to  accept  a  gale,  is 
abolifihed  ?  No  saving  clause  reaches  the  case  of  the  old 
free  minera.  And  the  saving  clause  introduced  in  &Yoiur 
d  the  Defendants  seems  to  reach  their  case  only  in  the 
event  of  a  contingency  made  impossible — that  is  to  say,  of 
an  old  free  miner  still  entitled  and  still  qualified  to  take  a 
gale  accepting  a  gale  from  them.  To  hold  that  the  old 
free  miners  still  exist  for  the  benefit  of  the  Defendants, 
would  be  to  nullify  the  main  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Par- 
liament A  dause  giving  compensation  would  heal  the 
injury,  if  any  were  really  inflicted ;  but  there  seems  to  me 
great  force  in  the  informant's  objection,  that  the  saving 
daose  does  not 
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Suppose,  however,  that  the  saving  clause  could  be  stretdied 
to  meet  the  case,  stiU  it  only  meets  it  if  the  daim  contained 
in  the  saving  clause  be  made  out  in  its  terms.  To  make 
out  that  claim,  the  Defendants  must  establish  each  of  these 
three  propositions: — First,  That  they  are  the  woodwards 
or  foresters  of  Blakeney  Walk,  for  they  claim  the  rights 
in  question  as  perquisites  of  that  office ;  Second,  That  the 
woodwardship  is  annexed  to  the  lordship  of  the  manor  of 
Blakmey;  Third,  That  it  was  annexed  to  the  lordship  of  the 
manor  of  BlaJc&ney  by  a  grant  of  King  Edwa/rd  the  Third. 
Each  of  these  positions  requires  to  be  briefly  examined. 


First,  are  the  Defendants  woodwards  or  foresters  of 
Bhkeney  Walk?  They  cannot  pretend  to  be  so  otherwise 
than  as  lords  of  the  manor  of  Blakeney.  A  prescriptive 
title  to  the  office  in  gross  is  negatived  by  the  grants  of  King 
^!du)(j^d  the  Third,  and  there  is  no  evidence,  direct  or  pre^ 
Bumpdve,  of  any  grant  of  the  office  in  fee  to  any  individual 

VOL  IV.  Q  Q 
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in  gross,  still  less  to  any  ancestor  of  theirs^  and  no  evidence 
of  the  exercise  of  the  office  by  their  ancestors  as  grantees 
of  the  office  in  gro6&  As  to  taking  it  by  assignmoit  from 
a  grantee  in  gross  of  the  Crown,  the  office  is,  according  to 
the  authorities,  an  office  of  trust,  incapable  of  assignment 
without  a  license  from  the  Crown,  founded  on  the  return 
to  a  writ  of  ad  quod  damnum(a).  The  Defendants  are, 
therefore,  obliged  to  claim,  and  do  accordingly  daim,  the 
office  of  woodward  or  forester  as  annexed  to  the  manor  of 


Secondly,  was  the  woodwardship  ever  annexed  to  the 
manor  of  Blakeneyf 

In  the  first  place,  it  should  seem  from  the  passage  cited 
from  Lord  Ccke,  that^  in  point  of  law,  the  office  caimot  be 
so  annexed ;  for,  if  it  can,  it  becomes  assignable,  and,  though 
it  be  an  office  of  trust,  may  pass  to  the  assignees  of  a  bank- 
rupt, which  is  a  startling  proposition.  An  authority  has^ 
indeed,  been  cited  from  Manwoad,  to  the  effect  that  it 
may  be  annexed  to  a  manor;  but^  in  the  conffict  of  autho- 
rities, one  is  disposed  on  principle  to  think  that  it  cannot 
be  so  annexed,  and  the  absence  of  examples  or  precedents 
of  such  an  annexation  fortifies  the  conclusion. 

Butk  suppose  it  can  be  annexed,  was  it,  in  &ct,  ever  so 
annexed?  Certainly  not  by  any  evidence  of  express  existing 
grant.  Certainly  not  by  prescription,  for  grants  of  this  very 
woodwardship  by  the  Crown  to  individuals  at  pleasure  and 
for  life  have  been  produced  since  the  time  of  legal  memoiy. 
Is  a  lost  grant  since  the  time  of  legal  memory  to  a  lord  of 
the  manor,  as  such,  in  fee  to  be  presumed?  Is  there  any 
reasonable  evidence  of  the  coutinuous  exercise  of  an  here- 
ditary office  by  individuals  in  their  capacity  of  lords  of  the 
manor  in  fee,  and  necessarily  and  only  in  that  capacity,— an 
exercise  of  the  office  so  restrained  to  the  lords  of  the  manor 


(a)  4  Co.  Lut.  315, 816. 
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as  to  be  inexplicable  on  any  other  hypothesis  than  that 
they  held  the  forestal  office  in  fee  as  lords  of  the  manor? 
It  is  not  easy  to  see  any  such.  If  there  be  none,  then 
there  is  no  evidence  of  lost  grant  But  there  is  evidence 
on  the  other  side,  for  the  four  actual  grants  which  have 
been  produced  make  it  more  reasonable,  that  if  any  exer- 
cise of  the  office  is  proved  and  is  referable  to  any  presumed 
grants  it  should  be  referred  to  a  grant  of  such  a  description 
as  the  grants  which  are  proved  to  have  actually  existed 
viz.  grants  during  pleasure  or  for  life.  The  only  three 
foundations  of  such  a  right,  therefore — ^viz.  existing  grants 
prescription,  lost  or  presumed  grant — seem  equally  to  faiL 


I85S. 
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But,  assuming  that  the  woodwardship  could  be  and  really 
was  annexed  to  the  manor  by  royal  grant;  then  arises  the 
other  inquiry,  thirdly^  was  it  annexed  by  a  grant  of  King 
Edward  the  Third?  To  arrive  at  this  conclusion,  one  or 
other  of  these  gratuitous  presumptions  must  be  made-* 
either  that  the  last  grantee  for  life  of  King  Edward  the 
Third,  whose  grant  is  dated  1849,  pre-deceased  that  king, 
aad  that  the  king,  after  the  death  of  the  grantee  for  life,  and 
before  the  date  of  his  own  death  in  1376,  granted  to  a  lord 
of  the  manor  in  fee  as  he  had  never  done  before ;  or  else  that 
King  Edvxird  the  Third,  between  the  year  1349,  the  date 
of  the  last  grant  for  life,  and  his  own  death  in  the  year  1376, 
granted  the  reversion  in  fee  in  the  office  to  the  lord  of  the 
manor.  It  is  surely  not  too  much  to  say,  there  is  no  evi- 
dence whatever  in  support  of  either  of  these  hypotheses. 
They  are  purely  gratuitous.  Indeed,  there  is  no  more  rea- 
son in  fact  or  in  law,  but  less  reason,  to  presume  a  grant  by 
King  Edward  the  Third  than  by  any  of  his  successors. 


For  these  reasons  it  appears  to  me,  assuming  the  Defend- 
ants' claim  to  be  of  a  nature  capable  of  being  supported  in 
point  of  law,  that  they  have  failed  to  make  out  any  one  of 
those  three  requisites,  every  one  of  which  they  must  establish 

QQ2 
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and,  if  that  be  so,  then  the  extinctive  dauses  of  the  statute 
wipe  out  and  expunge  all  their  rights,  whatever  thej  may 
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But  it  maj  be  more  satisfiactoiy  to  the  Defendants  if  we 
proceed  to  inquire  whether  they  really  had,  or  rather,  in 
point  of  law,  could  have  had,  before  the  statute,  any  such 
legal  right  as  they  claim,  though  not  falling  precisely  within 
the  very  words  of  the  saving  clause.  (Tould  they,  under 
any  circumstances,  make  out  by  this  or  any  other  presump- 
tive evidence  a  right  to  take  by  the  hands  of  the  free  miners 
the  soil  of  the  Crown  without  aocoimting  for  the  proceeds? 

The  whole  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  Def^dants^  for  the 
soil  of  the  forest  is  in  the  Crown.  The  statute  recites  that 
fact;  and  if  it  be  contended  that  the  saving  clause  protects 
the  Defendants  from  being  injuriously  affected  by  that  le- 
cital,  the  informant's  evidence  proves  the  soil  to  be  in  the 
Crown,  and  the  answer  of  the  Defendants  themselves  ad- 
mits it. 

It  seems  to  me,  firsts  that  the  free  miners  themselves 
could,  in  point  of  law,  have  had  no  such  right  as  the  De- 
fendants' claim  assumes  them  to  have  had. 

The  claim  of  the  free  miners  is  to  subvert  the  soil  and 
carry  away  the  substratum  of  stone  without  stint  or  limit 
of  any  kind.  This  alleged  right,  if  it  ever  existed,  must 
have  reposed  on  one  of  three  foundations — custom,  pre- 
scription, or  lost  grant. 

The  right  of  the  free  miners  is  incapable  of  being  esta- 
blished by  custom,  however  ancient,  uniform,  and  dear  the 
exercise  of  that  custom  may  be.  The  alleged  custom  is  a 
custom  to  enter  the  soil  of  another  and  carry  away  portions 
of  it    The  benefit  to  be  enjoyed  is  not  a  mere  easement^  it 
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is  a  pETofit  k  prendra  Now,  it  is  an  elementary  rule  of  law 
that  a  profit  k  prendre  in  another's  soil  cannot  be  claimed 
by  custom,  for  this,  among  other  reasons,  that  a  man's  soil 
might  thus  be  subject  to  the  most  grievous  burdens  in 
&Your  of  sucoessiye  multitudes  of  persons^  like  the  inhabi- 
tants of  a  parish  or  other  district,  who  could  not  release  the 
right  The  leading  case  on  the  subject  is  Oateward'a 
ease  (a),  which  has  been  repeatedly  followed  and  never  over- 
ruled Thus,  in  Blewett  v.  Tregonfmig(b),  it  was  held,  that 
the  right  to  take  even  the  adventitious  soil  or  sand  that 
had  been  blown  fix>m  the  shore  on  to  land  contiguous  to  the 
sea  could  not  be  claimed  by  custom,  though  it  was  urged 
that  to  follow  this  drifted  sand  was  only  following  a  chattel 
It  is  true  that  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  Rogers  v. 
Brenton(e),  expressed  an  eztrarjudicial  opinion  that  the 
custom  of  tin-bounding  in  ComwaU^  which  involves  the 
taking  of  a  profit  in  alieno  solo,  might  have  been  good,  if 
coupled  with  an  obligation  to  work.  But,  assuming  that 
opinion  to  be  correct,  I  am  not  aware  that  it  has  ever  been 
extended  to  any  other  case;  and  so  difficult  did  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  Plamtiff  in  Rogers  v.  Brentan  feel  their 
position  to  be,  that  they  desired  to  treat  the  custom  which 
they  were  bound  to  support  as  the  lex  loci  of  a  province. 
Notwithstanding  all  that  was  said  in  Rogers  v.  Brentan^ 
yet  Odteward's  case  still  stands  forth  as  the  land-mark  of 
the  law  on  this  subject  And  no  actual  decision  has  been 
cited  at  the  bar  to  show  that  a  right  of  this  nature  ever  has 
been  claimed  by  custom  only,  and  supported. 
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The  next  question  is,  can  such  a  right  as  this  be  claimed 
even  by  prescription?  I  will  assume,  against  the  fact,  that 
there  is  no  evidence  to  negative  prescription.  The  present 
is  a  claim,  not  only  to  carry  away  the  soil  of  another,  but  to 
carry  it  away  without  stint  or  limit;  it  is  a  claim  which 
tends  to  the  destruction  of  the  inheritance,  and  which  ex- 

(fl)  6  Rep.  59.  {b)  3  Ad.  &  Ell.  554.  (c)  10  Q.  B.  26. 
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dudes  the  owner.  A  prescription,  to  be  good,  must  be 
both  reasonable  and  certain  (a),  and  this  alleged  prescrip- 
tion seems  to  be  neither.  Thus,  a  claim  of  a  common  with- 
out stint  annexed  to  a  messuage  without  land  is  bad:  Ben- 
son y.  Chester  Q)).  Lord  Coke  says  (o),  that  you  must  not  ex- 
clude the  owner  of  the  soiL  And  in  Clayton  v.  Corby{d), 
although  a  jury  had  found  a  thirty  years  exercise  without 
interruption,  as  of  rights  of  a  daim  by  prescription  to  dig 
day  in  the  Plaintiff's  land  for  the  Defendant's  brick  kiln, 
and  though  the  verdict  could  not  be  assailed,  yet  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  gave  judgment  for  the  Plaintiff  non 
obstante  veredicto,  on  the  ground  that  such  a  prescription 
was  radically  vidous,  and  incapable  of  being  sustained,  for 
that  it  was  an  indefinite  daim  to  take  all  the  clay,  in  other 
words  to  take  the  whole  closa  That  case  rests  on  the 
soundest  rules  of  law,  and  is  an  authority  expressly  in 
point,  showing  that  the  strongest  evidence  of  user  could  not 
support  this  as  a  prescriptive  daim. 


The  only  remaining  question  on  this  part  of  the  case  is 
this:  Can  the  claim  be  sustained  by  evidence  of  a  lost 
grant?  Prescription  presupposes  a  grants  and  if  you  can- 
not presume  a  grant  of  an  unreasonable  claim  before  legal 
memory,  k  fortiori  can  you  not  presume  one  sinca 


The  Defendants  have  relied  on  the  Statutes  of  Limitation; 
but  as  to  Statutes  of  limitation,  a  daim  which  is  vicious 
and  bad  in  itself  cannot  be  substantiated  by  a  user,  however 
long.  Upon  Statutes  of  Limitation  the  case  of  Clayton  v. 
Corhyid),  is  again  decisive.  The  Statute  2  &  3  Will  i 
c.  71,  s.  1,  enacts  that  no  claim  which  may  be  lawfully 
made  at  common  law  by  custom,  prescription,  or  grants 
shall  be  defeated  after  the  periods  there  mentioned;  yet 


(a)  Com.  Dig.  "  Prescription.'' 
(6)  8  T.  R.  396 


(c)  Co.  Litt  122. 
\d)  6  Q.  B.  415. 
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the  case  of  Clayton  v.  Corby  ahows,  that,  if  the  daim  was        I858. 

not  one  whidi  conid  be  lawfully  made  by  custom,  prescrip-  a^i^^. 

tion,  or  presumed  grant,  it  will,  however  clearly  proved,  Gbhbral 

nevertheless  be  defeated.  Mathiab. 

Opmkmo/ 

These  1^  objections  apply  to  the  claim  of  the  free  ^^'^ 
miners ;  but  they  apply  equally  to  the  Defendants,  who 
daim  to  enjoy  the  benefit  of  taking  away  the  soil  by  the 
hands  of  the  free  miners;  and  the  Defendants  are,  on  their 
own  showing,  in  a  worse  situation  than  the  free  miners,  tor 
the  Defendants  have  to  show  a  valid  prescription  exempt- 
ing them  as  officers  of  the  Crown  from  accounting  for  the 
proceeds  of  the  Crown's  soil,  which  they  have  sold.  If  a 
forester  cannot  prescribe  to  have  windfalls,  as,  according  to 
Lord  Coke,  he  cannot  (a),  because  they  were  portion  of  the 
King's  inheritance,  then,  by  the  stronger  reason,  can  he 
not  prescribe  to  sell  the  very  soil  on  which  the  trees  grow> 
and  to  appropriate  the  proceeda 

If  these  observations  on  the  law  of  the  case  are  well- 
founded,  it  is  uimecessary  to  add  any  further  remarks  on 
the  evidence;  for  I  r^ret  that  I  feel  it  my  duty  to  ezpres^ 
to  his  Honour  the  Vice- Chancellor  my  humble  opinion 
that  the  daim  is  one  which  cannot  be  supported  in  point  of 
law. 


Vicb-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  (after  thanking  judgment 
the  learned  Judge  for  his  advice  with  reference  to  the  points 
of  law  of  the  case)  proceeded  to  examine  at  length  the  evi- 
dence adduced  by  the  Defendants  to  establish  that  the 
right  they  claimed  had  been  ezerdsed  by  their  predeces- 
sors in  title,  as  alleged  in  their  answer;  and  concluded  as 
follows: — 

Having  gone  through  the  case  to  that  extent,  it  appears 

(a)  4  Inst.  299. 
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to  me  that  the  whole  character  of  the  demands  made  by 
the  DefiendaBts  and  then:  predecesBors  in  title  has  been, 
from  first  to  last^  of  that  mioertain  and  shifting  descripiton 
which  indicates  simple  usurpation.  So  that  eyen  if  there 
were  not  grave  objections  in  point  of  law  to  the  propositions 
they  have  asserted,  the  ease  of  the  Defendants  would,  upon 
the  evidence  alone,  be  entirely  hopeless. 


At  the  same  time,  I  concur  most  aitixely  with  the  ad- 
vice which  has  been  given  me  upcm  the  points  at  law, 
namdy,  that  the  right  claimed  by  the  Defendants  to  grant 
gales  or  licenses  to  any  persons  whatever  for  working  the 
quarries  in  question  is  one  which  cannot  be  upheld,  and 
that  the  right  of  the  free  miners  to  have  such  grants  made 
to  them  is  one  which  cannot  exist  in  law;  and  in  that  view 
it  appears  to  me  that  the  Defendants  would  have  been  in 
as  hopeless  a  position  before  the  passing  of  the  Act(a) 
as  they  are  in  now  that  the  Act  has  passed  So  that 
the  saving  clause  (6),  even  if  they  could  bring  themselves 
within  it^  which  I  concur  with  the  learned  Judge  in  think- 
ing it  impossible  for  them  to  do,  would  not  have  saved 
those  rights  which  the  Defendants  allege  to  have  eristed 
in  their  predecessors  in  title,  but  which  are  now  proved  to 
demonstration  to  have  never  so  existed 

The  Crown,  therefore,  is  entitled  to  a  declaration  and 
injunction  as  prayed,  and  also  to  the  account  asked  at  the 
bar. 

Decree  accordingly- 


(a)  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  43. 


(6)  Id.  8.  85. 
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CATTLEY  V.  ARNOLD.  Jiify2nd,etk, 

I#  I5th, 
N  the  year  1780,  George  Arnold,  being  seised  in  fee  of     CopyhM^ 

twelve  24th  parts  of  the  manor  of  KUsby,  which  was  held  ^^^,^1^]^^ 
by  several  persons  as  tenants  in  common,  purchased  lands  — ^'•<»<^  </ 
copyhold  of  the  manor,  which  were  thereupon  surrendered        -; — ^ 
to  the  use  of  one  Wi/ntertont  who,  by  a  declaration  of  trust,  of 'tweiye'24th 
declared  himself  to  be  a  trustee  thereof  for  George  Arnold.  SSSoor^Md 
Wvnterton  afterwards  surrendered  the  premises  to  the  use  V  aeverai  as 

t6zuuit8  in  com- 

o{  Arnold,  and  Arnold  was  then  admitted  tenant  of  the  mon,  purchas- 
entirety  thereof  by  the  act  of  aU  the  lorda  Sf  IhS'^orr 

which  were 
fherenpon  snr- 

Amdd  died  without  having  surrendered  the  premises  rendered  to  a 

.    .,  ^,  .        .„  tmsteeforhim, 

to  the  uses  of  niS  will.  and  afterwards 

to  himself  in 
fee,  and  he  was 

The  Chief  C!lerk  certified  that  twelve  24th  parts  of  the  admitted  tan- 

ant  of  the  en- 

manor  passed  by  the  will  of  Arnold  to  the  Defendant  tiietj  by  the 

n^^  act  of  all  the 

^^P^  lords  r—iwa; 

that  twelve 
24th  parte  of 

The  Flaintiffis,  and  the  Defendants  other  than  Coape,  his  copyhold 
were  entitled  to  Arnold's  copyhold  hereditamenta  lands  merged 

in  his  freehold 
estate  therein 

It  was  contended  in  Chambers  on  behalf  of  the  Defen-  "  '^^  ^^^^ 

manor. 

oant  Coape,  that,  upon  the  surrender  to  the  use  of  Arnold,     The  law  as  to 
the  twelve  24th  parts  of  the  copyhold  interest  in  the  pre-  *^«  divisibUity 

*^  ,  *         of  manors,  and 

mises  merged  in  his  freehold  estate  therein  as  lord  of  the  the  consequen- 

oes  of  a  divi- 
^^l^anor.  aion,  consider- 

ed. 

This  being  denied  by  the  other  parties^  the  question  was 
reserved,  and  now  came  on  to  be  argued  in  Court  on  the 
hearing  of  the  cause  on  further  consideration. 
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thePlaintifi^ 

Ckmtended,  that  the  twelve  24th  parts  oiAmoUHa  oapj- 
ArgmiML     hold  interest  had  not  meiged,  but  still  continued  to  be 
copyhold. 

Among  other  inconveniences  attendant  upon  a  partial 
extinguishment,  all  such  of  the  services  to  be  rendered  by 
the  tenant  as  are  entire  would  be  gona  If  a  tenant  severs 
or  parcels  the  tenancy  to  others,  the  lord,  being  a  stranger 
to  the  act,  is  benefited ;  but  if  the  lord  himself  take  anj 
parcel  of  the  tenancy,  that  shall  turn  to  his  prejudice,  for,  by 
his  acceptance  of  any  part  of  the  tenancy,  all  yearly  entire 
services  are  extinct  and  gone,  as  if  he  had  released  his  seig- 
noiy :  Bruerton'a  ca8e(a),  affirmed  in  Talbofa  case(b)  to  be 
good  law  by  the  whole  Court  If,  therefore,  the  Court 
should  hold  that  the  surrender  to  the  use  of  Amdd  ope- 
rated as  a  partial  extinguishment,  the  result  would  be  an 
injury  to  the  other  lords  of  the  manor.  It  is  true,  a  tenant 
for  life  of  a  manor,  by  taldng  a  surrender  to  himself  and 
his  heirs,  merges  the  copyhold  in  the  manor;  but  that  is 
upon  the  principle  that  a  tenant  for  life  may  do  what  is  for 
the  benefit  of  the  parties  having  the  ulterior  interest  It 
does  not  follow  that  he  may  do  what  would  work  bjniy 
and  injustice  by  theno. 

The  only  case  of  partial  extinguishment  to  be  found 
in  the  books  is  one  where  the  interest  of  the  lords  was  a 
joint  tenancy ;  but  that  depended  upon  the  law  that  joint 
tenants  are  seised  per  mie  et  per  tout(c).  Here  the  tenancy 
was  in  oonmion. 

Then,  as  regards  the  admittance,  either  it  was  good, 

(a)  Bep.  Party!.,  1  b.  (ft)  Id.  Part  viii.,  105. 

(e)  1  Watkins*  Copyholda,  Ed.  4,  p.  427. 
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in  which  case  Amdd  and  those  claiming  under  him  con- 
tinaed  to  be  tenants  of  the  manor;  or  it  was  bad,  and  the 
copyhold  interest  continued  sucL 

Mr.  Rogers  for  the  Defendants  other  than  Coa/pe^  sup- 
ported the  Plaintiff's  contention. 


1858. 


[They  cited  also  Svmpson's  case  (a),  Bomibridge  v. 
Whitton(bi),  Bingham  v.  Woodg(Ue(c).] 

Mr.  ToUer,  Q.  G,  and  Mr.  Chapman  Ba/rber,  for  the  De- 
fendant Coape,  contended,  that,  as  to  twelve  24thB  of  the 
lands  purchased  by  Arnold,  there  had  been  an  extinguish- 
ment, or  at  least  a  suspension  of  the  copyhold  tenure 
Arnold  being  lord  of  twelve  24ths  of  the  manor  of  which 
ihey  were  holden ;  upon  the  broad  principle  ^  nemo  potest 
efise  dominus  et  tenens.'' 


It  is  admitted  that  there  can  be  a  partial  extinguishment 
where  the  lords  are  joint  tenants;  and  for  this  purpose 
there  is  no  distinction  in  principle  between  a  joint  tenancy 
and  a  tenancy  in  common.  As  regards  the  latter,  there  is 
no  decided  case  expressly  in  point;  but  in  "Cases  and 
Opinions''  there  is  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Booth  and  Mr. 
FUmer  upon  facts  precisely  similar  to  the  present  (cZ). 


(a)  Godb.ca.364. 
if)  March,  177. 

(c)  1  R.  &  M.  32;  and  Gil- 
bert's Lex  Pnetoria,  52. 

(d)  Ca.  and  Op.  "Copyholds," 
ca.7,(Vol.i.,p.l66).  It  is  briefly 
this :— A^  being  seised  in  fee  of 
one  moiety  of  a  manor,  and  B.  and 
C.  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  other 
mdety,  copyholds  of  the  manor 
were  surrendered  into  the  hands 
of  the  lords  to  the  use  of  A.  and 
bis  heirs.    This  operating,  as  it 


was  supposed,  as  an  extinguish- 
ment as  to  one  moiety  of  the 
copyhold  premises,  A.  came  into 
conrt.and  prayed  to  be  admitted 
to  a  moiety ;  to  whom  B.  and  C. 
(lords  of  a  full  moiety),  by  their 
steward,  granted  seisin  of  one  full 
moiety  of  the  premises,  to  hold  to 
A.,  his  heirs  and  assigns;  and  he 
was  admitted  and  surrendered  the 
premises  to  the  uses  of  his  will. 
He  then  devised  all  his  manors, 
lands,  &c,  to  £.  for  life,  remain- 
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That  opinkm,  if  correct^  is  oondusiye  in  fityour  of  the 
Defendant  Coape. 

[They  cited  also  Coke's  "  Complete  Copyholder,"  173; 
and  Attree  y.  Scott(a).] 

Mr.  Pearson  in  reply : — 

The  castom  of  the  manor  in  question  in  the  case  before 
Mr.  Booth  must  haye  been  peculiar,  the  manor  being  vest- 
ed as  to  one  moiety  in  A.,  as  to  the  other  in  B.  and  C,  who 
affect  to  act  independently  of  A.  as  owners  of  a  separate 
lordship;  or  else  the  whole  case  must  haye  proceeded  upon 
the  supposition  that  a  lordship  is  diyisible,  which  has  since 
been  settled  not  to  be  law. 

Then  as  to  the  objection,  nemo  potest  esse  dominus 
et  tenens,  the  contention  that  there  has  been  a  partial 
merger  is  equally  open  to  that  objection. 

[Upon  the  question  whether  a  manor  was  divisible,  Mr. 
Lee,  Q.  C,  as  amicus  curiae,  referred  to  HaTihurt/  v. 
IIvssey(b).] 

Judgment  reserved. 


Jubf  nth.     Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

Judgment.         j^  jg  singular  that  the  precise  point  now  in  question  does 


der  to  F.  in  tail,  remainder  to  6. 
in  tail.  £.  entered,  was  admitted 
to  a  moiety  of  the  copyhold,  and 
died.  F.  died  without  issue.  G. 
entered  and  suffered  a  recovery 
of  his  moiety  of  the  manor,  and 
then  by  lease  and  release  conveyed 
the  same  to  H.  in  fee.  H.  entered 
not  on  any  part  of  the  copyhold 
lands,  but  G.  was  in  possession 


and  contracted  with  J.  S.  tosell 
the  same  to  him.  The  joint 
opinion  of  Mr.  Booth  and  Mr. 
Filmer  was,  that  for  one  moiety 
of  the  copyhold  lands  the  copy- 
hold tenure  was  suspended. 

(a)  6  East,  476;  but  see  Gar- 
land V.  Jehyll,  2  Bing.  273. 

(b)  14  Beav.  152. 
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not  appear  to  have  arisen  for  determination  in  any  reported 
case,  the  point  being  simply  this,  namely,  iffhether,  if  there 
be  several  lords  of  a  manor  as  tenants  in  common,  and  one 
of  them,  having  a  moiety  of  the  manor,  purchase  lands 
holden  of  the  manor,  which  are  thereupon  surrendered  to  a 
trustee  for  him,  and  afterwards  to  himself,  and  he  is  then 
admitted  tenant  with  the  concurrence  of  all  the  other  lords 
of  the  manor,  his  copyhold  interest  in  the  lands  is,  as  to  a 
moiety  thereof,  extinguished  or  merged  in  the  freehold  ;  or 
whether  that  moiety  still  continues  copyhold  in  his  hands : — 
in  other  words,  whether  as  to  a  moiety  of  the  purchased 
lands  there  can  be  in  one  and  the  same  person  the  interests 
of  lord  and  tenant 


1858. 


The  question  was  ingeniously  argued  on  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiff;  but  there  seems  to  be  a  broad  principle  of  law 
which  must  decide  it,  unless  there  be  some  conclusive  rea- 
son to  the  contrary, — ^that  principle  being,  that  a  man  can- 
not be  both  lord  and  tenant  of  the  same  lands,  but  if  he 
purchase  and  be  admitted  to  lands  holden  of  the  manor  of 
which  he  is  lord,  the  copyhold  interest  is  immediately  ex- 
tii^;uished  in  the  seignory. 

Bruerton's  caae{a)  was  cited,  to  show  that  there  is  a  dis- 
tinction between  cases  where  the  severance  of  the  tenancy 
is  the  act  of  the  tenant,  and  those  where  it  is  the  act  of  the 
lord  himself;  that  the  former,  being  an  act  to  which  the 
lord  is  a  stranger,  gives  a  benefit  to  the  lord ;  whereas,  if 
the  lord  himself  take  any  part  of  the  tenancy,  it  turns  to 
his  prejudice,  all  the  yearly  entire  services  becoming,  by  his 
own  act,  extinct  and  gone.  Even  if  that  case  were  applicable 
to  the  present,  I  do  not  see  how  it  could  be  used  as  an  argu- 
ment to  disprove  that  the  copyhold  interest  was  extin- 
guished, for  here  all  the  other  lords  joined  to  admit  the  one 


(a)  Rep.  Part  vi.,  1  b. 
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who  accepted  the  tenancy ;  the  loss  to  them,  therefore,  if 
loss  there  were,  by  reason  of  the  extinguishment,  was 
occasioned  by  their  own  act,  and  "  volenti  non  fit  injuria." 

It  was  aigued,  that  there  cannot  be  a  partial  extinguish- 
ment where  the  lords  are  tenants  in  common;  that  the 
only  case  of  partial  extinguishment  to  be  found  in  the 
books  is  one  where  the  lords  were  joint  tenants;  which  it 
was  contended  was  on  the  principle  that  joint  tenants  are 
seised  per  mie  et  per  tout,  whereas  ^tenants  in  common  are 
not  so  seised  In  answer  to  ttus  there  was  cited  from  the 
valuable  publication  intiUed  ''  Cases  and  Opinions^"  the 
opinion  of  two  of  the  most  eminent  conveyancers  who  ever 
practised  in  that  branch  of  the  profession,  Mr.  Booth  and 
Mr.  Fihner,  to  the  effect  that  a  moiety  of  a  manor  would 
be  merged  in  a  case  where  the  lords  were  tenants  in 
common,  and  that  too  under  circumstances  less  strong  than 
the  present,  by  the  mere  fact  of  a  surrender  to  the  use 
of  one  who  was  tenant  in  common  of  the  manor. 


To  that  opinion  it  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  Plam- 
tifi^  that  the  very  statement  of  the  case  on  which  it  was 
taken  threw  a  doubt  upon  the  whole  opinion ;  that>  accord- 
ing  to  the  statement  of  the  case.  A.,  who  was  lord  of  a 
moiety  of  a  manor,  having  purchased  lands  copyhold  of  the 
manor,  was  admitted  by  B.  and  Q,  lords  of  the  other 
moiety  of  the  manor,  to  a  moiety  of  the  lands ; — ^whicb,  it 
was  argued,  could  only  be  upon  the  supposition  that  the 
lordship  was  divisible,  whereas  the  law,  it  was  said,  is  now 
well  settled  that  in  all  ordinary  manors  the  lordship  is 
indivisible. 


This  objection  led  me  to  ask  a  question,  which  was  also 
of  importance  in  the  general  view  of  the  case,  namdy, 
whether  there  had  ever  been  a  case  of  partition  of  a  manor? 
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Mr.  Zee,  as  amicna  curke,  refeired  me  to  the  case  of  Hcmbv/ry 
y.  Hu88ey(a),  where,  upon  the  authority  of  two  early  cases. 
Sparrow  ▼.  Fie7id(b)  and  Lay  v.  Cox(c),  partition  of  a 
manor  was  decreed.  At  the  end  of  the  report  of  Han^ 
hury  y.  Husaey  I  found  a  reference  by  Mr.  Bedvan,  the 
reporter,  to  Viner^a  ''Abridgment^"  to  the  effect  that  if 
coparceners  of  a  manor  make  partition,  eyery  one  shall 
haye  a  seyeral  manor  and  court  baron  (cQ;  which  shows 
that  the  &ctfl»  as  stated  in  the  case  on  which  Mr.  Booth's 
opinion  was  taken,  may  well  haye  occurred. 


1858. 
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In  the  passage  cited  firom  Viner's  ''Abridgment,"  refer- 
ence is  made  to  the  case  of  the  cotmty  palatine  of  Wex- 
ford(e),  reported  in  the  yaluable  collection  made  by  Sir  John 
Davies,  of  cases  adjudged  in  Ireland.  The  county  pala- 
tine of  Leinster  was  granted  in  the  time  of  Henry  2  to 
Earl  Strongbow.  The  seignory  afterwards  descended  upon 
fiye  daughters  of  WHUam,  the  Marshal  of  England,  by  the 
daughter  and  heir  of  Strongbow;  and  upon  partition  made 
between  these  fiye  daaghters,  each  had  an  entire  coimty 
allotted  to  her,  the  county  of  Wexford  being  allotted  to 
one.  And  it  was  held,  or  argued  (for  in  the  earlier  reports 
it  is  not  easy  to  distinguish  the  argimients  of  counsel  from 
the  decision  of  the  Court),  that  thereupon  each  had  a  seyeral 
coimty  palatine,  and  all  the  liberties  and  prerogatiyes  in 
her  seyeral  purparty,  as  Strongbow  and  the  Marshal  had 
in  the  entire  seignory  of  Lemster;  and  then  comes  this 
passage : — "  As  if  three  parceners  be  of  a  manor  who  made 
partition,  each  of  them  shall  haye  a  manor  and  ootirt  baron 
within  her  purparty." 


For  this  last  position,  which  shows  what  was  then  con- 
sidered to  be  the  law  upon  the  question  under  discussion, 


(a)  14  Beay.  152. 
(h)  IDick.  348;  see  also  ^.  C, 
as  stated,  14  Beay.  156. 


(c)  1  Dick.  348,  note. 

((Q  16  Yin.  224,  Ed.  2. 

(e)  Dayies,  Ed.  1762,  p.  167. 
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the  authority  dted  is  a  case  from  the  Year-book  of  the  26fh 
of  Hewry  8  (a),  whidi  is  as  follows : — "*  Nota  q  fuit  agie  q 
si  un  man  descend  a  deux  poeneis  ou  plusieurs,  et  ils  font 
ptic»  issint  q  chescun  d'eux  ad  peer  demaine  et  peel'  d's 
servioeSy  chescmi  d'eox  ad  nn  man,''  agreeing  in  substance 
with  the  passage  in  Sir  John  Damt%*  Beport,  that  upcm 
partition  of  a  manor  by  three  coparceners  each  has  a 
separate  manor. 


That  being  so,  there  can  no  longer  be  any  questioin  as  to 
the  general  principle  of  law,  that  a  person  who  is  lord  of  a 
moiety  of  the  manor  might  have  his  separate  courts  and 
the  lords  of  the  other  moiety  might  have  their  sq)anite 
courts.  And  if  so,  the  facts  of  the  case  stated  fixr  the 
opinion  of  Mr.  Booth  are  not  open  to  suspicion. 

Here,  besides  having  the  advantage  of  the  opinion  of 
Mr.  Bootk  and  Mr.  FUtmer,  as  to  what  would  have  been 
the  result  if  there  had  been  merely  a  surrender  of  ibe 
lands  to  the  use  of  Amcid^  I  have  the  additional  dream- 
stance  that  he  was  admitted,  and  that  his  admittance 
was  the  act  of  all  the  other  lords,  who,  choosing  by  their 
own  act  to  submit  to  a  merger  of  the  services,  cannot 
complain  if  they  have  sustained  loss  in  consequence  of  their 
so  doing. 

I  must^  therefore,  hold  that  the  twdve  24ths  passed  with 
the  freehold  hereditaments. 


(a)  26  H.  8,  Ca.  15. 
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WARREN  V.  RUDALL,  j^^ 

HALL  V.  WARREN. 
W ILLIAM  HALL,  by  his  will,  in  1853,  after  giving     wai—c<m- 
all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  executors,  devised    Si^l^Si^Si^ 
thus:— "I  will  that  my  freehold  house,  No.  71,  Queen's-  2j^^;^.|^ 
road,  BayavMtter,  be  given  to  the  inhabitants  of  Bayarvater,   der-^Lmikt- 
to  found  a  lying-in  asylum  for  unmarried  women,  or  poor      Tnutea. 
married  women,  if  there  is  more  than  three  beds  to  spare.  Devise  of  a 
....  I  will  that  the  same  be  called  HalPa  MaUmal  ^?'»?.*<>  ?« ^ 

inhaoitanto  of 

Asylum  for  Unmarried  Women;   I  will  that  my  said  B.  to  found  a 

lyinf  ~izi  nwy- 

executors  do  call  a  meeting  of  the  neighbours  and  inhabit-  imn,  the  ex- 
ants  of  one  mile  roimd  the  said  house,  as  soon  as  convenient,  ^m^tix!?  of^^ 
to  appoint  a  committee  and  trustees  to  carry  out  the  same,  the  inhabitwits 

^  "^  within  a  mile 

I  do  appoint  my  godson,  WiUiam,  HaR  Warren^  one  of  the  round  the 
said  trustees,  leaving  to  the  inhabitants  to  make  choice  of  p^^^a  com- 


as  many  more  as  they  may  please.    But  in  the  event  of  the  JJ^^^ 

said  inhabitants  not  appointing  a  committee,  or  not  [being]  cany  out  the 

willing  to  cany  out  the  same  scheme,  I  then  will  that  all  tor's  godson  to 

my  said  property  so  given  to  said  maternal  retreat  or  lying-  said^^t^w! 

in  asylum  shall  absolutely  belong    to  my  said  godson   '^'l'^^® 

William  HaU  Warren.  said  inhabit- 

ants not  ^;>- 
,  pointing  a  com- 

The  will  contained  several  other  devises  and  bequests  of  mittee,  or  not 
freehold  and  leasehold  property  in  favour  of  the  same  tbcany^t 
matenud  asylum.  ^^J-th^ 

a  deTlse  over 

After  the  testator's  death  suits  were  instituted,  one  by  *U^***^^  „ 

'f    godson:— ^TeU^ 

npon  the  prin- 

aple  of  Joncf  v.  Weste<mb  (Prec.  Ch.  316)  and  Avdyn  v.  Ward(\  Ves.  sen. 420),  that  the  devise 

OT«ar  was  yalid,  notwithstanding  the  circumstance  that  the  prior  devise  failed  to  take  effect  hy 

'nwn  of  the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  and  not  id  the  manner  contemplated  by  the  testator. 

Observations  on  The  Attomeff-General  y.  Hodgion  (15  Sim.  146)  and  PhilpoU  y.  The  St, 
Gtorg^t  Hospital  (21  Beav.  134). 

In  such  a  case  it  is  not  competent  to  the  tmstees  to  determine  whether  the  property  shall 
go  to  the  heir-at-law,  or  to  the  devisee,  simply  by  performing,  or  abstaining  from  performing,  a 
condition  in  the  performance  of  which  they  can  have  no  interest 

VOL.  rv.  BR 
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WiUicum  SaU  Wa/rren  for  the  usual  adminigtration  decree, 
the  other  by  Henry  Edward  Hall,  the  heir  at  law  and  one 
of  the  next  of  kin^  to  ha^e  it  declared  that  the  several 
devises  and  bequests  for  founding  the  asylum  were  illegal 
and  void,  and  that  the  testator  died  intestate  as  to  the  real 
and  personal  estate  therein  comprised. 

It  appeared  that  by  the  decree  in  the  first  suit  aninquiiy 
had  been  directed  whether  ameeting  had  been  called  b^  ihe 
executors,  and  trustees  appointed,  as  directed  in  the  will, 
when  it  was  found  that  this  had  not  been  done. 

Both  causes  now  coming  on  to  be  heard  together  upon 
the  construction  of  the  will,  two  questions  were  raisedt  one 
as  to  the  validity  of  the  gift  over  of  the  house,  No.  71| 
Queen' e-Toad,  Bayawater,  in  favour  of  the  testator's  godson, 
WilUa/m  Hall  Warren;  the  other,  whether,  having  regard 
to  the  peculiar  terms  of  the  will,  which  was  extremely  in- 
formal and  written  by  a  very  illiterate  person,  property 
subsequently  mentioned  was  subject  to  the  condition  an- 
nexed to  that  bequest. 


Arymnent         Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  De  Gex,  appeared  for  FtOtam 
HaU  Warreru 

Mr.  Oebome  for  Henry  Edwa/rd  Hall,  the  heir  at  law, 
and  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator. 

Mr.  Bevir  for  others  of  such  next  of  kin. 

Mr.  Wickena  for  the  Attomey-Oeneral. 
Mr.  De  Oex  in  reply. 

Judgment  reserved. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Yicb-Chancellob  Snt  W.  Page  Wood  :-^ 

Ll  this  case  the  question  arises  upon  the  will  of  an 
illiterate  person  named  WiUiam  Hall,  and  it  is  a  question 
perhaps  of  as  considerable  difficulty,  both  as  to  the  oon- 
stniction  of  the  will  and  the  application  of  the  rule  of  law 
to  the  will  when  interpreted,  as  any  I  ever  met  with. 
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The  will  itself  ought  first  to  be  construed. 

[The  VICE-CHANCELLOR  then  proceeded  to  discuss  the 
question  of  construction.  This  part  of  the  judgment  turn- 
ing upon  the  special  language  of  a  will  most  irregularly 
and  ignorantly  framed,  it  has  not  been  thought  proper  to 
report  it  beyond  the  conclusion  arrived  at  by  the  Courts 
which  was  as  follows : — }    , 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,'it  appears  to  me,  that,  accord- 
ing to  the  true  construction  of  the  will,  the  condition 
annexed  to  the  gift  of  the  house,  No.  71,  Queen*a^oad, 
Bayawater,  that  the  inhabitants  should  appoint  a  com- 
mittee and  trustees  to  carry  out  the  testator's  scheme  for 
an  asylum,  was  not  intended  by  the  testator  to  attach  merely 
to  that  house,  but  to  all  the  other  freehold  and  leasehold 
property  by  the  will  devised  and  bequeathed  in  favour  of 
the  asylum ;  and  intending  that  condition  to  attach  to  all 
the  property,  he  has  in  his  will  expressed  what  he  intended 
to  be  the  result  in  the  event  of  the  nonfulfilment  of  that 
condition,  viz.  that  all  the  property  should  absolutely  belong 
to  his  godson. 

Having  arrived  at  that  conclusion  as  to  the  construction 
to  be  put  upon  the  words  of  the  will,  the  next  question, 
and  one  of  great  difficulty,  is,  what  is  to  be  done  with 
a  devise  over,  following,  as  this  does^  a  devise  which,  as  the 
Attomey-General  has  at  once  conceded,  is  dearly  void 
ab  initio  by  the  Statute  of  Mortmam. 

RR8 
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One  argmnent  urged  on  behalf  of  the  godson  ivas,  that 
the  testator,  having  directed  his  executors  to  call  a  meeting 
of  the  inhabitants  to  appoint  a  committee  and  trusteefl^ 
inasmuch  as  the  decree  directed  an  inquiry  whether  that 
meeting  had  been  called  and  trustees  appointed,  and  it  has 
been  found  that  this  has  not  been  done^  it  follows,  that^ 
according  to  the  strict  letter  of  the  trust,  the  godson  ia 
entitled. 


I  do  not  think  that  argument  sound.  As  r^ards  the 
decree,  if  the  inquiry  wajs  superfluous,  that  informality 
is  one  which,  according  to  the  present  practice  of  the  Coiut^ 
could  easily  be  remedied ;  and  as  regards  the  strict  letter  of 
the  will,  the  trust  for  the  charity  being  void,  it  is  uttedy 
immaterial  to  the  inhabitants  whether  the  condition— the 
holding  of  the  meeting  and  appointing  of  trustees— be 
performed  or  not ;  and  that  being  so,  I  apprehend  it  would 
be  impossible  to  hold  that  the  inhabitants  have  the  power 
of  giving  the  property  to  the  heir  at  law  or  to  the  devisee^ 
simply  by  performing  or  abstaining  firom  performing  a 
condition,  in  the  performance  of  which  they  can  have  no 
possible  interest  Such  a  decision  would  be  inconsistent 
with  the  principles  upon  which  this  Court  has  held  that  the 
acts  of  third  parties,  under  such  circumstances,  cannot 
determine  the  rights  of  adverse  daimanta 


That  observation,  however,  has  some  weight  with  ^efe^ 
ence  to  what  should  be  the  construction  of  a  limitation 
expressed  in  this  form  of  condition,  when  the  devise  itself  to 
which  the  condition  is  attached  is  void.  For  the  reason 
why  it  has  been  held  that  the  acts  of  third  persons  shall 
not  determine  the  rights  of  adverse  claimants,  is,  that  they 
have  no  interest  in  the  matter;  and  it  was  only  in  respect 
of  the  interest  they  were  intended  to  have  that  it  was  left 
in  their  hands  to  perform  the  condition  or  not  as  they  should 
see  fit    Had  it  been  a  merely  arbitrary  condition,— had 
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the  testator  left  it  to  perfect  strangers  to  say  whether  the 
property  should  go  to  the  devisee  or  to  the  heir  at  law, 
then,  according  to  the  arbitrary  law  the  testator  himself 
had  imposed,  the  act  of  those  strangers  would  have  been  a 
condition  necessary  to  be  fulfilled  before  either  party  could 
claim  the  property.  But  here  it  is  not  a  merely  arbitrary 
oonditiony  not  an  act  to  be  performed  by  persons  intended 
to  have  no  interest  in  the  matter.  The  inhabitants  were 
intended  to  have,  and  had  not  the  Statute  of  Mortmain 
interfered  tbey  would  have  had,  a  direct  interest  in  the 
condition  to  be  performed ;  and  in  respect  of  such  interest 
it  was  that  the  performance  of  the  condition  was  left  in  their 
hands. 


RUDAIX, 
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Now  in  every  other  case,  except  one  like  the  present, 
where  the  devise  in  respect  to  which  the  condition  is 
annexed  is  rendered  void  by  the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  there 
is  abundant  authority  to  show  that  the  efficacy  of  the 
tilterior  devise  is  not  to  depend  upon  the  performance  or 
nonperformance  of  the  condition;  but  if,  by  any  means 
whatever,  the  devise  to  which  the  condition  is  attached  is 
oat  of  the  way,  the  ulterior  limitation  shall  take  effect 


Suppose,  then,  that  in  this  case  the  first  devise,  instead  of 
being  a  devise  void  ab  initio  by  the  Statute  of  Mortmain, 
had  been  a  bequest  of  personalty  to  the  committee  of  some 
lying-in  hospital  actually  existing  at  the  date  of  the  will, 
with  certain  conditions  attached,  which  might  or  might  not 
be  consistent  with  the  rules  of  the  establishment,  followed 
by  a  direction  that  in  the  event  of  the  trustees  not  accept- 
ing the  bequest  the  property  should  go  over  to  the  testator's 
godson;  and  then  suppose  the  hospital  to  be  broken  up  before 
the  testator's  death :  the  case,  I  apprehend,  would  be  exactly 
analogous  to  those  to  which  I  am  about  to  refer,  of  the 
death  in  the  testator's  lifetime  of  the  person  to  whom  there 
^  a  devise  with  a  condition  attached,  and  an  ulterior 
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limitation  over,  in  terms  dependent  for  its  efficacy  upon 
the  happening  of  that  condition — where  it  has  been  hdd 
that  the  happening  of  the  condition  is  not  that  whkh 
gives  effect  to  the  ulterior  limitation,  although  in  tenns  it 
is  so  expressed ;  but  the  condition  being  something  to  be 
done  or  left  undone  by  the  first  devisee  in  respect  of  the 
interest  which  he  takes,  his  death  in  the  lifetime  of  his 
testator  has  simply  the  effect  of  accelerating  the  ^oyment 
of  the  estate  under  the  ulterior  limitation. 


That  point  seems  to  have  been  fully  settled  by  authority, 
after  considerable  discussion,  in  l^e  case  of  J(mje%  v.  If  es^- 
Cfmbip)^  which  first  came  before  Lord  Ha/rcourt.  Hiat 
was  a  devise  "to  the  child  of  whom  the  testator's  wife  was 
enceinte,"  and  if  that  child  died  under  twenty-one  tiien 
over.  It  turned  out  that  the  wife  was  not  enceinte^  yet 
Lord  Harcourt  held  that  the  gift  over  took  effect  The 
decision  was  right  in  effect ;  but,  unfortunately,  the  reasons 
were  not  given:  the  decision  simply  was  reported.  The 
question  was  argued  several  times,  and  adjudged  in  various 
Courta  It  was  first  determined  as  to  the  personalty  by 
Lord  Ha/rcourt.  Then  the  case  came  for  the  opinion  of 
the  King's  Bench,  upon  an  ejectment  brought  for  the  lease- 
hold estate,  under  the  name  of  ATidrews  dem.  Jones  v. 
Fvlhcmi(b),  when  the  Court  gave  judgment  for  the  wife. 
Again  it  came  before  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas^  under 
the  name  of  Roe  dem.  Fvlham  v.  WekeHii)^  where  it  was 
several  times  aigued,  and  at  length  it  was  held,  that  the 
devise  over  never  took  effect^  on  the  ground  that  the  heir 
at  law  was  not  to  be  disinherited,  except  upon  strict  per- 
formance of  the  condition.  Lastly,  it  came  again  before 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  as  GuJUver  dem.  FuUwmy* 
Weket(d),  when  it  was  finally  determined  in  favour  of  the 
gift  over.  Lord  Chief  Justice  Lee  giving  as  one  reason  of 


(a)  Free  Cb.  316.        (b)  3  Burr.  1624.        (c)  lb.        (d)  lb. 
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the  opinion  of  the  Court,  "  that  the  intent  of  the  testator 
was  apparent  and  express,  that  the  estate  should  not 
descend:'' — in  other  words,  it  was  read  as  if  it  had  been 
simply  a  gift  to  take  effect  in  the  event  of  there  being  no 
duld  who  should  fulfil  the  condition  of  attaining  twenty- 
one  of  the  person  supposed  to  be  enoeinta 

The  reasons  for  the  decision  are  very  well  expressed  by 
Lord' Brougha/m  in  Machvwnon  v.  8eweU(a),  a  case  of  the 
same  character,  although  the  gift  there  was  to  a  class 
instead  of  an  individual  Lord  Brougham  says,  "  Almost 
an  the  cases  are  those  of  double  contingencies,  the  second 
being  of  a  negative  nature,  so  that  the  first  not  happening 
amounts  to  the  same  thing  as  if  both  had  happened.  Thus, 
a  bequest  over  to  A.  in  case  the  first  takers,  the  unborn 
children  of  B.,  die  before  they  reach  twenty-one,  read  as  a 
oondition,  is  a  bequest  to  A.  if  B.  has  children  and  they  do 
not  live  to  twenty-one,  and  the  first  or  affirmative  contin- 
gency not  happening,  it  follows  of  necessity  that  the 
second  or  negative  must ''(&). 

That  is  one  way  of  putting  the  reason  of  the  decision. 
It  is  put  less  technically  by  Lord  Momafidd  in  FragmarUm 
v.  Holyday{c),  namely,  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  in 
the  first  limitation  being  simply  to  provide  for  a  child, 
if  any,  that  object  was  equally  fulfilled  if  there  was  no 
child  to  take  under  that  first  limitation ;  and  therefore  the 
person  for  whom  the  testator's  bounty  was  next  intended 
was  entitled  to  have  the  limitation  in  his  feivour  acoele- 
lated. 

FrogTnorton  v.  HoVyday  was  a  case  similar  in  character 
to  that  of  J  ones  v.  WestcoTnh,  and  what  Lord  Mcmsfidd 
says  is  this : — ''  A  question  applicable  to  this  part  of  the 
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argument  was  jdeaded  in  the  days  of  ancient  BxmA  by 
8c<svola  and  Crassue,  in  the&mous  cause  between  Curias 
and  Coponius,  and  was  much  agitated  in  modem  times 
in  the  Courts  of  Westminster  Hall,  in  the  case  of  Jones 
v.  We8tco7rib(a).  A  man,  taking  for  granted  tliat  his  wife 
was  with  child,  devised  his  estate  to  the  child  his  wife  was 
enceinte  of,  and  if  such  child  died  under  age  then  he  devised 
it  oyer.  The  woman  was  not  with  child.  The  question 
was,  "whether  the  devisee  over  should  take;"  Lord  Mcme- 
field  (with  a  little  sarcasm  perhaps)  says,  ''the  Roman 
tribunals  at  once  and  the  Engliah  at  last,  finally  deter- 
mined that  the  intent,  though  not  expressed,  must  be 
construed  to  give  the  estate  to  the  substitute,  unless  a 
posthumous  child  lived  to  be  of  age  to  dispose  of  it;  conse- 
quently, no  posthumous  child  having  ever  existed,  the  sub- 
stitute was  entitled." 


The  reporter,  in  the  margin,  mentions  the  cause  which 
Lord  Mcmsfi^ld  referred  to  as  occurring  in  Botm^  and 
which  seems  to  have  made  such  an  impression  upon  (Hem 
that  he  has  twice  referred  to  it— once  in  his  treatise  "De 
Oratore(fe),'*  and  once  in  the  "Oratio  pro  Osecina."'  The 
passage  in  the  "  Oratio  pro  Csedna  "  expresses  so  dearly 
the  sound  sense  of  the  judges  before  whom  the  question  was 
brought,  that  I  think  it  is  worth  reading : — '*  Non  occonit 
unicuique  vestrfLm  aliud  alii  in  omni  genere  ezemphim, 
quod  testimonio  sit,  non  ex  verbis  aptum  pendere  jus,  sed 
verba  servire  hominum  consiliis  et  auctoritatibus?  Ornate 
ei  copiose  L.  Crassus,  homo  longe  eloquentissimos,  panl^ 
ante  quam  nos  in  forum  venimus,  judido  centumvirab 
hanc  sententiam  defendit ;  et  &cile,  cum  contra  eum  pni- 
dentissimus  homo,  Q.  Mucins,  diceret^  probavit  omnibus, 
M'.  Curium,  qui  heares  institutus  esset  ita^  'mortuo  postomo 
filio,^  cum  filius  non  modo  non  mottuus,  sed  ne  oAtos 


(a)  Prec  Ch.  316. 


(b)  Lib.  i.  cap.  39 
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qiiidem  esset,  hsBredem  ease  oportere.  Quid?  yerbis  satis 
hoc  cautum  erat?  Minima  Qu»  rea  igitor  yaluit?  volim- 
tas ;  qu88  si  tacitis  nobis  intelligi  posset,  verbis  omnino  non 
uteremtir:  quia  non  potest^  verba  reperta  sunt,  non  quae 
impedirent^  sed  qu£d  indicarenty  voluntatein'X<^)«  That  is 
to  say,  though  it  never  was,  perhaps,  better  expressed 
than  in  that  passage,  the  clear  and  manifest  intent  is  to 
prevail 

The  same  question  came  before  Lord  ffardwicke  upon 
two  occasions :  once  in  Fomierecm  v.  FomieTeau(J)),  and 
again  in  Avdyn  v.  Ward{c). 

Formerecm  v.  Fonnereau  was  the  case  of  a  gift  to  a  son 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  issue ;  and  if  all  the  issue 
should  die,  then  over.  The  son  died  having  no  issue  at  all, 
and  Lord  Ha/rd/mcke  held,  that  the  limitation  over  took 


1868. 


Aveij/n  v.  Ward  was  a  case  v^  similar  to  the  present 
The  testator  devised  his  real  estate  to  his  brother  and  his 
hdi8» ''  on  this  express  condition,  that  within  three  months 
after  his  decease  he  should  execute  and  deliver  to  his 
^ustee  a  general  release  in  full  words  of  all  demands  which 
he  might  claim  on  the  testator's  estate^  or  any  part,  for 
what  cause  soever.  But  if  his  brother  should  neglect  to 
give  such  release,  the  said  devise  to  him  should  be  null 
and  void  to  all  intents,  and  in  such  case  he  devised  it 
to  Rickard  Ward  and  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever."' 
The  brother  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  so  that  the 
condition  was  not  performed;  and  the  devise  over  was 
in  terms  made  dependent  upon  its  performance,  being 
only  "if  his  brother  should  neglect  to  give  a  release.'' 
The  counsel  who  argued  in  support  of  the  limitation  over, 


(a)  Pro  G«dn&,  cap.  18.    (&)  3  Atk.  316.     (c)  1  Yes.  sen.  420. 
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put  several  cases  in  which,  however  the  precedent  limiU- 
tion  was  determined,  the  limitation  over  would  take  effect: — 
a  limitation  to  one  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and 
other  sons  in  tail,  with  remainder  over,  where,  though  the  first 
son  never  came  in  esse,  the  remainder  takes  effect ;  again,  a 
gift  to  one  for  life,  and  after  his  death  over,  where,  if  the 
life  estate  is  determined  by  forfeiture,  the  remainder  over  is 
simply  accelerated ;  and  he  adds,  "  A  gift  to  a  monk,  and 
after  his  death  over,  it  goes  over  immediately.^'  Then  he 
cites  Jones  v.  Westcomb,  and  Fonnereau  v.  Fonnertau, 
The  Lord  Chancellor  says  this  : — "  The  question  will  very 
much  turn  on  this,  whether  this  devise  over  is  to  he 
considered,  and  the  contingency  on  which  it  is  given,  as  a 
strict  condition  or  a  conditional  limitation;  for  if  the 
former,  it  would  be  very  difficult  to  maintain  that  the 
second  devisee  could  have  the  estate  but  upon  a  strict 
breach  or  nonperformance.  If  the  condition  had  been 
performed,  or  it  became  impossible  by  act  of  God,  that 
cannot  be :  but  if  it  be  a  conditional  limitation,  the  con- 
sideration is  different ;  and  I  know  no  case  of  a  remainder 
or  conditional  limitation  over  of  a  real  estate,  whether  by 
way  of  particular  estate,  so  as  to  leave  a  proper  remainder, 
or  to  defeat  an  absolute  fee  before  by  a  conditional  limita- 
tion, but  if  the  precedent  limitation,  by  what  means  soct^, 
is  out  of  the  case,  the  subsequent  limitation  takes  place : 
and  I  am  of  opinion  this  must  be  so  construed  "(a).  In 
Lord  Hardwicke's  view,  therefore,  wherever  there  is  an 
anterior  limitation,  with  certain  events  attached  to  it^  and 
a  conditional  limitation  over  upon  the  happening  of  those 
events,  if  the  anterior  limitation  is  out  of  the  case  by  any 
means  whatsoever,  the  estate  goes  over. 


I  should  have  mentioned  that  in  OvlUver  dem.  FuUer 
V.  Weket,  Lord  Chief  Justice  Lee  says,  it  is  quite  immsr 


(a)  1  Yee.  sen.  422. 
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terial  whether  the  first  gift  be  void  in  its  inception,  or 
whether  it  becomes  void  in  the  result  In  that  case  the 
gift  was  void  in  its  inception,  being  a  gift  to  a  nonentity, 
— «  child  that  did  not  exist 

Mr.  FeavTie  had  to  consider  these  decisions  in  his  "  Cases 
and  Opinions/'  in  reference  to  a  case  where  the  first  limita- 
tion was  upon  trust  for  the  first  son  of  D.  who  should  attain 
twenty-five,  with  ulterior  limitations  over.  He  says  : — **  As 
to  these  subsequent  limitations,  they  were  trusts  to  arise 
out  of  the  same  legal  remainder  in  fee  in  the  trustees,  as 
the  preceding  trust  for  the  first  son  of  D.  attaining  the  age 
of  twenty-fiva  But,  though  the  trust  for  such  first  son 
attaining  that  age  was  contingent,  yet^  as  the  estate  so  in- 
tended for  such  son  did  not  extend  to  the  whole  fee  avm/ple^ 
the  subsequent  trusts  do  not  appear  to  me  necessarily  to 
be  bound  by,  or  depend  on,  the  same  contingency.  I  think 
they  may  be  considered  as  trusts  taking  immediate  effect 
in  interest,  or  out  of  the  legal  estate  in  the  trustees,  subject 
to  the  preceding  charges  and  the  contingent  estate  to  the 
first  son  of  D.  attaining  the  age  of  twenty  five ;  insomuch 
that  if  D.  had  died  without  issue  I  do  not  see  why  they  might 
not  have  taken  effect ;  and  if  they  may  be  considered  as 
vested,  subject  to  such  intervening  contingent  limitation  to 
the  first  son  of  D.  attaining  twenty-five  years  of  age,  sup- 
posing it  good,  and  that  intervention  is  found  to  be,  or 
becomes,  void,  it  seems  to  be  as  much  out  of  the  way  as  if  it 
never  had  taken  effect  and  were  determined"  (a).  Therefore, 
his  first  opinion  was,  that  though  the  present  limitation 
was  void  by  operation  of  law,  the  law  not  allowing  such  a 
contingency,  yet,  that  limitation  being  out  of  the  way,  the 
subsequent  limitation  would  take  effect  In  a  later  opinion 
m  the  same  volume  he  has  occasion  to  alter  this  opinion  as 
to  the  result  of  the  special  circumstances  of  the  case ;  but 
his  opinion  remains  unaltered  upon  the  point  for  which  I 


613 


185S. 


(a)  Feame's  Posthumous  Works,  287,  288. 


614 


CASES  m  CHANCERY. 


1858. 


Jvd^mimU. 


have  referred  to  it^  namely^  that  the  circumstanoe  of  the 
preceding  limitation  being  void  by  operation  of  law  did  not 
afifect  the  question  as  to  the  efficacy  of  the  limitatioQ 
over,  the  result  being  the  same  as  if  the  preceding  limita- 
tion had  been  void  by  reason  of  the  testator's  mistake  in 
giving  it  to  a  diild  not  in  existence. 

Looking  through  the  authorities  to  which  I  have  referred, 
I  find  various  reasons  assigned  for  the  decisions  at  which 
the  Courts  arrived ;  but  all  tend  to  the  same  result  as  is 
expressed  in  the  passage  I  read  firom  CioeTO,  viz.  that  the 
intention  of  the  testator  is  that  by  which  the  decision  must 
be  governed;  and  there  is  no  possible  reason  to  be  assigned 
for  supposing  the  testator  to  have  desired  the  limitation 
over  to  take  effect  in  the  event  of  the  preceding  limitation 
fiiiling  in  one  particular  way,  but  not  to  take  effect  in  the 
event  of  the  preceding  limitation  fidling  in  some  other  way. 
If  it  were  a  simple  collateral  condition,  and  that  condition 
were  not  performed,  the  contingency,  on  the  happening  of 
which  the  estate  was  limited  over,  would  have  failed,  and 
in  that  case  the  limitation  over  would  be  gone,  and  nothing 
could  save  it 


I  have  considered  the  question  repeatedly  since  the  case 
was  argued,  but  I  cannot  see  any  substantial  distmction 
between  the  cases  to  which  I  have  referred,  of  a  devise  over 
after  a  devise  to  a  nonentity,  if  the  nonentity  should  die 
under  age,  or  again,  of  a  devise  over,  after  a  devise  to  a 
deceased  person,  if  the  deceased  person  should  fail  to  do  a 
certain  act^  and  the  case  before  me  of  a  devise  to  a  charity 
which  cannot  take,  followed  by  a  devise  over  in  the  event 
of  that  charity  which  cannot  take  omitting  to  perform  a 
certain  act  The  cases  seem  to  me  identical  in  principle. 
The  reason  applicable  to  the  one  must  apply  to  the  other, 
and  must  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  this  is  not  to  be  read 
as  a  strict  condition  but  as  a  conditional  limitation;  and,  as 
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Lord  Harchmche  says,  the  prior  limitation  being  oat  of  the 
case,  the  Bubeequent  limitation  is  to  take  e£bot 

I  have,  however,  been  embarrassed  by  the  decision  of  the 
late  Yice-Cfhanoellor  of  Emglamd  in  The  Attorney  General 
V.  Hodg9(m(a),  and  that  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  PhUr- 
fcUr.SL  George's  Ho9pkalQ>). 

In  t)ie  former,  I  observe  that  the  cases  to  which  I  have 
been  referring, — Avelyn  v.  Ward  and  others  of  that  class, — 
do  not  appear  to  have  been  cited.  The  alignment  against  the 
yalidity  of  the  devise  is  very  shortly  reported,  but  several 
cases  appear  to  have  been  dted  in  support  of  that  conten* 
tioD,  such  as  The  Attorney  Oenerai  v.  Tynddll(c),  The 
Attorney  Oenerai  v.  Whitchurchid),  and  others,  which 
only  go  to  this  extent,  that,  where  the  primary  object  &j1b, 
an  object  attadhed  to  it  £eu1s  also.    The  bequest^  however, 
was  a  bequest  of  residuary  personally,  "in  trust  for  the 
establishment  of  an  institution  or  a  charitable  receptacle,  if 
the  same  can  be  done,  for  tw^ity-seven  poor  old  men ;  but 
if  no  such  institution  can  conveniently  be  established,  I 
request  that  the  same  may  be  disposed  of  in  charitable 
donations  to  persons  of  the  same  description.^^     It  was 
aigned  on  demurrer,  and  I  observe  the  Yice-Chancellor  re- 
marks, that  there  is  nothing  averred  in  the  biU  as  to  whether 
such  a  receptacle  could  or  could  not  be  conveniently  estab- 
lished.   I  do  not  think  that  would  a£fect  the  question  of 
the  gift  being  void  by  the  Statute  of  Mortmain.    What  he 
says,  however,  is  this :— -"  It  appears  to  me  that  the  primary 
object'^  of  the  testator  "  was  the  acquisition  of  a  dwelling 
place  for  fifty-four  people ;  and  that  it  was  only  in  the 
event  of  that  object  not  being  capable  of  accomplish- 
ment that  he  makes  the  general  disposition  over.    And,  in 
my  opinion,  that  general  disposition  over  cannot  be  said  to 
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have  taken  effect,  for  there  is  no  allegation  about  it  Be- 
sides which,  the  testator  seems  to  point  at  some  phydcal 
impediment  which  might  disappoint  his  first  ptuposa'' 

Now,  that  seems  to  me  to  amount  to  a  conclusion,  that 
although  the  testator  expressly  directs,  that^  if  a  bequest  to 
a  charity  cannot  take  effect^  for  some  particular  reason 
which  he  assigns,  in  the  mode  in  which  it  is  directed,  a 
gift  oyer  shall  take  effect ;  yet  if  the  Court  is  of  opinion 
that  the  first  bequest  is  prevented  from  taking  effect^  not 
on  account  of  the  particular  reason  mentioned  by  the  tee- 
tator,  but  because  the  law  forbids  it^  the  gift  over  must  &i] 
also.     I  cannot  myself  feel  satisfied  with  that  reasoning.    I 
think  the  case  before  me  is  somewhat  different^  as  well  &om 
The  Attorney  Oeneral  v.  Hodgson  as  also  firom  that  which 
I  am  about  to  notice  of  PhUpott  v.  St  George's  Hospital' 
The  testator  in  this  case  having  appointed  his  godson  to  be 
"  one  of  the  said  trustees''  as  he  calls  them,  at  the  same 
time  directing,  that,  if  others  are  not  appointed,  he  is  to  be 
the  person  who  is  to  take  the  whole,  the  estate,  as  it  were, 
becomes  vested  in  the  godson  if  there  are  none  others  to 
come  in  competition  with  him.     I  think,  therefore,  there  is 
a  somewhat  stronger  indication  of  will  in  the  case  before 
me  than  there  was  in  The  Attorney  General  v.  Hodgson; 
but  r  do  not  wish  to  put  it  higher  than  that 

I  ought  to  notice,  that,  in  The  Attorney  Oeneral  v.  Eod^ 
son,  I  do  not  see  any  reference  made  to  the  case  of  Ormr 
mett  V.  Ormmett(a),  which,  I  think,  would  have  had  con. 
siderable  bearing  upon  the  contingency  "  if  no  such  institu- 
tion can  convenientiy  be  established''  occurring  in  that 
case.  In  Orvmmett  v.  Orimmett  the  trust  was  singularly 
worded  The  property  bequeathed  for  charitable  puiposes 
was  to  stand  in  the  name  of  trustees  "  until  the  whole  ooold 


(a)  1  Amb.  812. 
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be  laid  oat  in  the  purchase  of  land  to  the  aatifi&ction  of  the 
governors  and  trustees''  whom  the  testator  appointed,  and 
the  proceeds  of  the  property  or  the  rents  of  the  lands  to  be 
purchased  therewith  were  given  to  the  charity.      Lord 
Harwidce  treated  it  as  a  discretionary  power  in  the  trus- 
tees to  lay  the  money  out  one  way  or  the  other,  either  in 
the  funds  or  in  lands,  and  applying  the  principle  of  Sor^ 
refby  v.  Hollm8(a),  followed  by  Lord  JEldan  in  The  Atto^ 
ney  General  v.  ParaonaQ)),  he  held  it  to  be  good,  inasmuch 
as  the  trustees  had  power  under  the  will  to  lay  out  the 
money  in  a  way  which  the  law  allowed  (c).    He  says  "  The 
direction  is  to  place  the  money  in  the  funds  until  laid  out 
in  lands  to  the  satis&ction  of  the  trustee&    When  can  that 
be?    Not  while  the  statute  is  in  force.     Suppose  it  had 
been  '  till  by  law  it  may  be ;'  such  a  bequest  would  have 
been  good.     Those  words  must  mean,  when  the  trustees 
approve  of  laying  it  out;  and  that  cannot  be  while  the 
statute  is  in  force:    it  would  be  to  act  contrary  to  their 
trust'' (cQ.    These  observations  go  far  to  show  that  an  act 
contrary  to  the  Statute  of  Mortmun  would  be  an  act  which 
oould  not  be  "conveniently  done"  within  the  meaning  of 
the  will  in  The  Attorney  Oeneral  v.  Hodgson,  and  conse- 
quently, that,  in  that  case,  the  alternative  bequest  should 
have  taken  effect 


1S5S. 


In  Philpott  V.  8t  Oeorge*8  Hospital,  in  which  The 
AUomey  Oeneral  v.  Hodgson  was  followed,  the  Master 
of  the  Bolls  says: — ^"  When  I  first  read  the  words  of  this 
ynSl  my  impression  was  very  strong,  that  the  meaning  of 
them  was,  that,  if  the  first  object  fiedled,  from  any  cause 
^haiever,  the  gift  to  St.  George's  Hospital  took  effect;  and 
that  the  fsEdlure  to  supply  the  land  for  the  almshouses  might 
Aiw  as  well  firom  the  operation  of  law  as  from  the  want  of 
inclination  on  the  part  of  any  person  to  give  a  suitable 


(a)  9  Mod.  221. 
W  8  Ves.  186. 
W  See  also  Carter  v.  Oreen, 


8  K.  &  J.  591. 
(<0  1  Amb.  218. 
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JudgmmL 


piece  of  land  as  the  site  of  the  ahnshonses/' — ^uemg  ahnost 
the  very  words  of  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Avdyn  ▼.  Wa/rd{a\ 
where  he  says  he  never  knew  a  case  of  remainder  or  condi- 
tional limitation  over,  but,  if  the  precedent  limitation  "  by 
what  means  soever**  was  out  of  the  case,  the  subsequent 
limitation  took  effect  That,  however,  he  says,  would  not 
be  consistent  with  The  Attorney  General  v.  Hodgson;  and, 
upon  further  consideration  of  that  case,  he  thought  his  first 
impression  was  too  hastily  framed,  and  held  that  the  event 
'  of  the  first  limitation  failing  by  the  operation  of  the  law  of 
mortmain  was  not  one  of  the  events  on  which  the  testator 
intended  the  second  limitation  to  take  effect  The  case  was 
appealed ;  but  by  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  the  de- 
termination of  this  particular  point  became  immaterial 

That  case  was  very  similar  in  most  of  its  circumstances 
to  the  present ;  and  the  difficulty  that  I  have  felt  in  de- 
termining the  present  has  been  mainly  occasioned  by  the 
decisions  in  The  Attorney-General  v.  Hodgson  and  PhUr 
pott  V.  St  George's  Hospital;  but  notwithstanding  the 
great  diffidence  which  I  must  feel  when  my  opinion  is  in 
opposition  to  two  such  judges  as  those  by  whom  the  causes  in 
question  were  decided,  I  cannot  conscientiously  bring  my 
mind  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  first  of  these  limitations 
failing  by  operation  of  law,  the  limitation  over  ought  not 
to  take  effect  in  the  same  way  as  if  the  first  limitation 
had  been  to  a  nonentity  or  to  a  person  dying  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  testator. 

As  to  the  question  that  might  be  raised  upon  the  limita- 
tion over,  whether  a  gift  over  in  the  event  of  the  pre- 
vious gift  being  void  by  the  law  of  mortmain,  must  not  be 
taken  to  have  been  intended  *'  in  terrorem,"  as  Lord 
Northington  expressed  it  in  The  Attorney-General  v. 
TyndaU(b),  and  therefore  void  as  being  in  fraud  of  that 
law,  that  point  was  finally  settled  in  De  Themminesy, 


(a)  2  Eden,  207. 


(ft)  1  Ves,  sen.  422. 
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De  Bonneval(a).  There  the  gift  over  was  limited,  in  so 
many  words,  to  take  effect  ''if  the  previous  trusts,  or  any  of 
them,  should  by  any  Court  of  Jaw  or  equity  be  adjudged  to 
be  void,  or  incapable  of  being  performed  or  carried  into 
effect"  The  AtUymey-Oeneral  was  expressly  directed  to 
be  a  party,  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  declining  to  decide  it  in 
his  absence.  Counsel  was  heard  for  the  Crown,  and  yet  it 
was  held  that  the  gift  over  took  effect 

In  this  case,  I  think  the  result  is  the  same  as  if  the  gift 
had  been  a  gift  of  personalty  to  a  lying-in  asylum  existing 
at  the  date  of  the  will,  but  ceasing  to  exist  before  the  tes- 
tator's death,  coupled  with  a  direction,  that,  if  the  com- 
mittee did  not  choose  to  accept  it  within  a  given  time,  it 
should  go  over.  That  would  have  been  precisely  Avdyn  v. 
Wa/rd;  and  I  can  see  no  substantial  difference  between 
such  a  state  of  circumstances  and  a  case  where,  as  here, 
the  Legislature  interposes  and  says,  "  from  the  moment  of 
the  testator's  death  this  gift  is  void." 

I  have  felt  greater  difficulty  in  this  case  than,  I  may 
almost  say^  in  any  I  have  yet  had  to  decide;  but  I  hold 
that^  upon  the  will  in  question,  there  is  a  valid  gift  of  the 
whole  of  this  property  to  the  godson. 
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Judgment, 


Dbclabs,  that  the  testator^s  godson  W.  HaU  Warren  is  entitled,  to 
hii  own  nse,  to  the  residnaiy  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  testator, 
induding  the  several  gifts  over  of  the  freehold  and  leasehold  messu- 
ages and  hereditaments  in  the  will  devised  to  the  trostee  or  trustees  of 
the  maternal  asylum. 


Mmuteof 


(a)  5  RnsR.  288;  see  also  3  K.  k  J.  601, 
VOL.  IV.  S  S 
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j^saiKf^  ASKEW  v.  THOMPSON. 

WiU^Can.  Mary  askew,  by  her  wUl,  in  184^  deviaed  and 
^JJ^2^*J^^^  bequeathed  her  residuary  real  and  personal  estate  and 
another^t  DeUt  effects  to  her  executors,  upon  trust  to  sell  and  convert  the 

—  Whetker  In 

terut  pa^ie.  Same ;  and  then  proceeded  to  declare  the  following  tnut  of 
Dii«jtion"in  a  *^®  moneys  to  arise  from  such  sale  and  oonyersion :— •**  I 
^  to  pay  and  declare  that  the  said  executors  shall,  by  and  out  of  such 

discharge  all  -^ 

thejnfltand      moneys,  pay  and  satisfy  my  funeral  and  testamentaiy 

owing  by  a  de-  expenses  and  debts,  and  the  pecuniary  legacies  hereinbefoxo 

S^ti^f^   bequeathed  ;  and  do  and  shall,  in  the  next  place,  pay  and 

his  death:—      discharge  all  the  just  and  lawful  debts  owing  by  my  late 

terms  of  the      brother  John  Askew  at  the  time  of  his  death ;  and  do  and 

ingto*the^-    ^^^  1^7  ^^  residue,  if  any,  of  the  said  moneys  to  my 

thS*^?ro.     ^®^  SaraJi  Askew/'    Then,  after  devising  her  mortgage 

ther  had  been    estates  and  appointing  her  executors,  she  devised  as  foflows : 

forty  years  at    — "  And  I  authorise  the  acting  executors  or  executor  for 

^f  to'wL^^  the  time  being  of  this  my  will,  to  satisfy  any  debts  claimed 

prise  debts,  bnt  ^  \^  owing  by  me  or  my  estate,  or  by  my  said  brother 

John  Askew,  deceased,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  any 

liabilities  to  which  I,  or  my  estate,  or  the  said  John  AsheWf 

deceased,  may  be  alleged  to  be  subject,  upon  any  evidence 

they  or  he  shall  think  proper.'* 

At  the  date  of  the  will  John  Askew  had  been  dead  for 
about  forty  years.  Some  of  bis  creditors  4ield  pRmM^^? 
notes,  by  which  he  had  secured  the  principal  moneys  due 
to  them  respectively,  with  interest  at  five  per  cent 

In  the  administration  of  the  estate  of  the  teBtatrix 
under  a  decree  of  the  Court,  a  question  arose  aa  to  the 
interest  payable  upon  John  Askeufs  debta 
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Mr.  Jwmea^  Q.  C,  aad  Mr.  BagahoAm,  jun.,  for  oertain  of 
John  Askefu/s  creditors  having  promissory  nofces  bearing 
interest^  contended  that  they  were  entitled  to  interest  from 
the  time  of  his  death  upon  the  amounts  then  due  upon 
such  notes  respectiyely. 

The  interest  of  a  debt  is  as  much  a  part  of  the  debt  as 
the  principal^ sum : — Per  Sir  WHUa/ni  OrarU  in  Aston  ▼. 
Gregory  (a).  The  effect  of  such  a  bequest  as  this  is  to  put 
the  testatrix  in  the  position  of  the  deceased  debtor: 
OVonmor  v.  HashmQi). 

Shirt  V.  We8thy(c)  is  distinguishable,  for  there  the 
estates  were  charged  with  the  payment  of  certain  sums 
which  were  specified  in  the  wilL 

Mr.  Willeock<^C.y  and  m.  J. Hi/ndePahn^, tor 8a/rah 
Askew,  contended  that  John  Askev/e  creditors  were  not 
entitled  to  any  interest  during  the  life  of  the  testatrix,  nor 
during  the  first  year  after  her  decease. 

The  words  are^  "  debts  owing  by  my  late  brother  John 
AAew  at  the  time  of  his  death.''  Those  words  cannot 
have  been  intended  to  pass  interest  on  such  debta  At  any 
rate  they  cannot  have  been  so  intended  in  a  will  made 
more  than  forty  yean  after  his  deceasa  Had  the  testa- 
trix intended  to  give,  in  the  form  of  interest,  more  than 
twice  as  much  as  the  principal,  she  would  have  expressed 
her  meaning  more  ckaily. 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  in  reply  : — 

The  words  "at  the  time  of  his  death''  were  inserted  to 
show  clearly  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations  was  not 
intended  to  be  a  bar.    Then  the  word  '* satisfy"  is  used, 

(a)  6  Vei.  151.        (ft)  6  H.  L.  C.  178, 179.       (c)  16  Yes.  396. 
SS2 
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1858.        and  these  debts  will  not  be  Batisfied  unless  interest  be 
1^^      paid. 

V. 

THW80N.        [Foster  v.  Ley  (a)  and  Sowerbj/s  Tru^Qi),  were  also 
ArgmMtu,     cited.1 

The  Vice-Chancelloe  reserved  judgment  until  the 
record  in  Aston  t.  Oregory  should  be  examined. 


July  s9tA.         Yice-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  (after  reading 
JvdgmenL      ^®  will  as  above,  proceeded  as  follows : — ) 

The  question  I  have  to  determine  is,  whether  these 
directions  in  the  will  of  the  testatrix  relative  to  the  pay- 
ment of  her  brother's  debts,  amount  to  a  direction  to  pay 
interest  upon  those  debts  'from  the  date  of  her  brothers 
death,  her  brother  having  been  dead  nearly  forty  years  at 
the  date  of  her  wilL 

Two  cases  were  cited  in  reference  to  this  questioQi 
O'Connor  v.  Haslam(c)  and  Aston  v.  Oregory{d),  The 
observations  cited  from  the  former  were  directed  to  another 
point,  and  have  no  bearing  upon  that  before  me.  Bat  as 
regards  the  latter,  which  was  before  Sir  WiUiomh  Qraid,  I 
was  desirous  to  have  the  record  examined  before  determin- 
ing this  case,  in  order  to  ascertain  how  far  the  will,  as 
stated  in  the  report,  corresponds  with  the  statement  of  it 
on  the  record.  This  has  now  be«i  done,  and  I  find  the  two 
to  correspond  exactly. 

The  will  in  Aston  v.  Oregory  was  peculiarly  worded. 
The  direction  was  "  to  give  and  apply  the  moneys,"  pi^ 
duced  by  a  sale  of  the  testator's  estates,  "  to  and  among 

(a)  2  Bing.,  N.  C,  269.  (c)  5  H.  L.  C.  170. 

[h)  2  K.  &  J.  630.  {d)  6  Ves.  151. 
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sach  personB^'  as  the  trustees,  in  their  discretion,  ''shall  1858. 
think  had  or  have  any  just  or  indisputable  demand  upon  ^ 
the  debtor  in  question  "at  the  time  of  his  death,  and 
giving  to  each  such  person  in  equal  degree,  in  proportion 
acoordiiig  to  the  principal  sum  which  may  appear  to  be  due  ^'^'ff"^^^ 
to  them  respectiyely,  as  &r  as  the  money  arising  by  such 
sale  or  sales  will  extend.''  It  was  not^  as  here,  a  direction 
to  pay  debts  owing  by  the  debtor  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
but  it  was,  in  efiPect,  a  direction  to  distribute  a  certain  sum 
of  money  among  such  persons  as  the  trustees  should  con- 
sider to  have  been  creditors  at  the  death,  in  proportion  to 
the  principal  moneys  due  to  them  respectively.  The 
testator  does  not  say  debts  at  the  death,  but  creditors  at  the 
death ;  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  will  to  define  whether 
the  principal  money  due,  or  principal  and  interest,  was  to 
be  paid,  beyond  the  direction  to  distribute  among  persons 
having  "any  just  or  indisputable  demand"  on  the  debtor. 
Sir  WUliaTn  Orant's  observation,  that  "  the  interest  of  the 
debt  is  just  as  much  a  part  of  the  debt  as  the  principal 
sum,"  certainly  seems  to  be  a  dictum  in  favour  of  the  con- 
tention, that  a  direction  to  pay  another's  debts  is  a  direction 
to  pay  them  with  interest.  But,  in  construing  the  will 
before  me,  I  am  bound  to  look  at  all  the  words;  and  here 
the  direction  is  not  to  distribute  a  certain  sum  among 
persons  who  were  creditors  at  the  death,  but  to  pay  the 
debts  owing  at  the  death  ;  and,  looking  to  the  circumstance 
that  at  the  date  of  the  will  the  brother  had  been  dead 
nearly  forty  years^  the  construction  for  which  the  creditors 
contend  would  entitie  them  in  that  period,  at  five  per  cent., 
which  some  of  the  securities  carried,  to  more  than  twice  as 
much  by  way  of  interest  as^the  principal  moneys  due  to 
them. 

It  is  true,  that  in  the  latter  clause  of  the  will  the  testatrix 
authorises  her  executors  to  pay  and  satisfy  "  any  liabilities  " 
to  which  her  brother  may  be  alleged  to  be  subject,  without 
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JwthftHidiUt 


udding,  ftt  his  death;  but  the  had  twice  previoiulj  spoken  of 
debts  owing  by  him  at  the  time  of  his  death ;  and  being  of 
opinion  that  in  those  previous  passages  she  meant  what 
was  due  at  the  death,  and  not  what  accrued  due  subse- 
quently to  the  death  in  respect  of  interest^ — and,  looking  to 
the  length  of  time  the  brother  had  been  dead  at  the  date 
ef  her  will,  I  do  not  think  the  omission  in  the  subsequeat 
clause  to  repeat  the  words  "at  the  time  of  his  death" 
sufficient  to  justify  me  in  saying  that  any  interest  is  to  be 
paid  upon  the  moneys  owing  by  the  deceased  brother  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  until  the  expiration  of  a  year  from  the 
death  of  the  testatrix. 


I  look  upon  the  direction  as  amounting  to  a  bequest  of 
so  many  sums  of  money,  which  would  carry  interest  at  four 
per  cent,  from  the  expiration  of  a  year  after  the  death  of 
the  testatrix. 


Jm^  sth  4  Btk  HOBTON  i;.  SMITH. 

Mwigage--  Xn  the  year  1828,  real  estates  stood  limited  to  mertgagees 
rJl^mTmi  foi*  &  ^1™  of  600  years,  to  secure  ^^2700,  with  interest  at 
^-^^J^    five  per  cent,  and  subject  thereto,  to  WiUiam  HorUm'm 

tail,  with  remainder  to  Jok/n  Horton  in  tail,  with  remainder 

to  the  Defendants  in  fea 


In  the  same  year,  the  estates  standing  thus  limited,  Jokn 
Horton  purchased  the  mortgage,  and  took  an  aasignmeDt  to 
himself  of  the  debt  and  of  the  term  by  whtdi  it  was  secured. 


Tenant  in  tail 
in  remainder 
expectant  upon 
a  preceding 
estate  tail, 
purchased  a 
mortgage  on 
the  estate  and 
took  an  assign- 
ment to  him- 
self of  the  mortgage  debt  and  of  the  term  by  which  it  %as  secured.  He  sahseqnently  beesma 
entitled  to  the  estate  as  tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  and  as  snch  continued  for  six  years  in  re- 
ceipt of  the  rents;  after  which  he  died  without  barring  the  entail  or  doing  any  other  act  indi- 
oatiye  of  an  intention  as  to  whether  the  charge  diould  merge. — Hdd^  that  the  charge  was  k^ 
alive  for  the  benefit  of  his  personal  representative. 

Distinction  in  this  respeet  where  tenant  in  tail  becomes  entitled  to  the  chaige  wiUxmt  iny 
act  on  his  part 

Dictum  of  Sir  W.  GfroM  ia  ^(prftst  v.  lf<2^  (18  Vet.  893)  expUdnad. 


CASES  m  CHANCERT. 

WiUiam  Eorton  paid  interest  on  the  mortgage  debt 
until  December,  1850,  when  he  died  without  issoa 

Thereupon  John  entered  as  tenant  in  tail,  and  as  such 
oontinned  to  receiye  the  rents,  which  were  more  than  suffi- 
cient to  keep  down  the  interest,  until  December,  1856,  when 
he  died  intestate  and  without  issua  He  had  not  barred 
the  entail,  or  done  an  j  other  act  indicative  of  an  intention 
as  to  whether  the  charge  should  merge. 

The  Plaintiff,  as  his  administrator,  now  filed  his  bill, 
seeking  to  have  it  declared  that  the  <f  2700  was  a  sub- 
sisting charge  on  the  estate,  and  for  payment  of  the  same 
with  interest 
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Mr.  iJoft,  Q.  C,  Mr.  Shcupter,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  W.  Hidop 
CUx/rke,  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended  that,  John  Morton  being, 
at  the  time  when  he  purchased  the  charge  and  took  an  assign- 
ment of  the  mortgage  term,  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  ex- 
pectant upon  a  preceding  tenancy  in  tail,  the  Court  would 
infer  that  he  meant  to  keep  the  charge  alive  for  the  benefit 
of  his  personal  estate;  since  at  that  time  his  estate  tail  was 
liable  to  be  defeated  by  the  birth  of  issue,  who  would  have 
taken  under  the  preceding  estate  tail :  Wigsell  v.  WigaelUp) ; 
Story's  "  Equity  Jurisprudence,''  §  486. 

Ur.  Waicock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Wickens,  for  the  Defendants, 
contended  that  the  charge  had  merged  for  the  benefit  of 
the  estate.  After  John  Eorton  became  tenant  in  tail  in 
possession,  he  might  at  any  time  have  acquired  the  fee 
Bimple;  and  had  he  done  so,  the  remedy  and  the  right  being 
in  the  same  person,  the  charge  must  have  been  at  an  end. 
At  that  time,  it  was  perfectly  immaterial  to  him  whether 
the  charge  was  or  was  not  a  subsisting  charge ;  and  where 
it  is  indifferent  to  the  party  in  whom  the  interests  are 
united  whether  the  charge  shall  subsist^  the  charge  sinks 
(a)  3  S.  &  8.  369. 
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1858.        for  the  benefit  of  the  estate : — Per  Sir  William  Ormit  m 
^nZ^      Forbes  v.  MoffaU  (a). 

V. 

^2!!If '  -^^  WigseU  v.  Wiffsdl  there  was  an  intervemng  tenn  of 

Argumad.  600  years  between  that  by  which  the  mortgage  in  question 
was  secured  and  the  estate  tail  There,  also,  the  ladybj 
whom,  when  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  the  chaige  iras 
paid  off,  was  not  in  possession  for  more  than  a  year;  where- 
as, in  this  case«  John  Horton  having  remained  for  six 
years  in  possession  of  the  estate  tail,  the  Court  will  pre- 
sume that  he  intended  the  charge  to  sink  for  the  beDefit  of 
the  estate,  without  searching  for  any  further  expression  of  an 
intention  on  his  part  that  such  a  result  should  take  place. 

Besides,  if  any  such  expression  be  required,  it  is  furnished 
by  the  circumstance  of  his  having  taken  the  assignment  of  the 
mortgage  term,  not  to  a  trustee,  but  inmiediately  to  himself; 
and,  inasmuch  as  he  must  have  known,  that^  in  the  event  of 
his  estate  tail  being  vested  in  possession,  the  effect  of  such 
an  assignment  would  be  a  merger  of  the  term,  the  inference 
is  inevitable  that  he  intended  that  result 

[The  following  cases  were  also  cited,  in  addition  to  those 
mentioned  in  the  judgment: — Orice  v.  Shaw{b),  DonU- 
thorpe  V.  Porter  (c),  Dvke  of  Chandos  v.  Lord  Talbot  (d), 
Cheater  v.  WUlea  («),  Asthy  v.  MiUes  (/),  Drinkwater  v. 
Combe  {g)y  Whittle  v.  HenningQi),  Earl  of  Clarendon  y, 
Barhcmi(i),  BhinddL  v.  Stanley(j),  St  Paul  v.  Lord 
Dudley  &  Ward(k),  Burrdi  v.  Lord  Egremoni(l),  Lord 
Buckinghamshire  v.  Hobarf.(m),  Jones  v.  M organ  (n), 
and  Hood  v.  PhiUips  (o).] 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 

(a)  18  Ves.  893.  (/)  1  Sim.  298.  {k)  15  Ves.  178. 

lb)  10  Hare,  76.  (g)  2  S.  &  S.  840.  (0  7  Bear.  205. 

(c)  2  Eden,  162.  (A)  2  PhiU.  731.  (m)  3  Swanst.  186. 

(d)  2  P.  Wma.  601.  (0  1  T.  &  Coll.  C.  C.  688.  («)  lBro.C.C.206. 

(e)  Amb.  246.  0)  3  De  G.  &  Sm.  433.  (o)  3  Bear.  518. 
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Vicb-Chancellor  Snt  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

Whatever  discrepancy  may  exist  between  the  earlier  and 
the  later  authorities,  it  is  clear,  according  to  the  latter,  that 
in  aU  cases  of  a  tenant  in  tail  m  poaaeasion  paying  o£F  a 
chaige  upon  the  estate^  unless  he  indicates,  at  the  time  of 
making  the  payment^  or  at  all  events  subsequently,  an 
intention  to  the  contrary,  it  will  be  assumed  that  he  in- 
tended such  payment  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate.  But  I 
am  not  aware  of  any  case  in  which  it  has  been  determined, 
that,  where  a  tenant  in  tail  vnremavnder  pays  off  a  charge 
before  he  becomes  entitled  in  possession  to  the  estate,  the 
chaige  shall  sink  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate. 

The  rule  is  clearly  stated  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Ware  v. 
PolhiU(a)  : — "  If  a  tenant  in  tail,  adult,  pays  off  a  mortgage, 
or  becomes  entitled  to  a  charge,  as  he  might  acquire  (as  the 
Court  is  in  the  habit  of  saying,  somewhat  inaccurately)  the 
absolute  ownership,  a  presumption  arises  that  his  intention 
was  not  to  keep  alive  the  charge/'  The  same  expression 
is  used  by  Sir  Anthony  Hart  in  Astley  v.  MilleaQ)),  and 
by  Lord  Justice  Twmer,  when  Vice-Chancellor,  in  Orice 
V.  8haw(c).  But  it  is  always  put  as  the  case  of  a  tenant 
in  tail  in  poaaeaaion  paying  off  or  becoming  entitled  to  a 
charge. 

The  present  case  is  more  analogous  to  that  of  WigaeU  v. 
Wiga€ll{d)  than  to  any  other.  Here  John  Horton,  by 
whom  the  mortgage  was  paid  o£^  was  tenant  in  tail  in 
remainder  expectant  upon  a  preceding  estate  tail  in 
William  Horton.  John  Horton  paid  off  the  mortgage 
debt  and  took  an  assignment  of  the  term  by  which  it  was 
secured  in  the  lifetime  of  William.  WUlicm,  subsequently 
died  without  issue;  John  became  tenant  in  tail  in  pos- 
s^on,  and  remained  tenant  in  tail  in  possession  for  a 
period  of  six  years — ^which  is  not  altogether  an  unimportant 

(a)  n  Ves.  277.  (c)  10  Hare,  76. 

{h)  1  Sim.  298.  (<0  2  S.  &  S.  364. 
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1 858.        consideration— but  beyond  that  nothing  farther  was  done  by 
him. 


There  is  a  diffsrenoe,  no  doubt,  between  the  case  of  a 
Jm^gmmL  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  becoming  entitled  under  a  wiD 
or  otherwise,  and  without  any  act  on  his  own  poity  ta  a 
charge  on  the  estate,  and  cases  where  he  has  entitled  hhnseif 
to  the  charge  by  an  actual  payment  made  by  himself.  In 
the  former  case,  if  the  estate  ultimately  devolves  upon  him, 
and  he  expresses  no  intention  as  to  whether  the  charge 
should  sink  or  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  it  being 
indifferent  to  him  which  of  those  results  should  follow,  the 
case  arises  to  which  Sir  WiUiam  Orcmt  refers  in  Forbes  t. 
Moff(Ut(a),  as  being  the  principle  of  the  decision  in  Wyvd- 
ham  V.  The  Earl  of  Egremant^b).  He  says,  "  In  Wyndham 
V.  The  Earl  of  Egremont,  what  the  counsel  for  the  personal 
representatives  contended  wa%  that  the  charge  shoTild  not 
merge,  imless  at  some  period  in  Lord  Thomond'a  life  it  was 
indifferent  to  him  whether  the  term  should  be  kept  on  foot 
or  not"  (That  was  a  case  like  Trevor  v.  2Veww(c).) 
"Upon  looking  into  all  the  cases  in  which  chaiges  have 
been  held  to  merge,  I  find  nothing  which  shows  that  it  was 
not  perfectly  indifferent  to  the  party  in  whom  the  interests 
had  united  whether  the  charge  should  or  should  not  subsist^ 
and  in  that  case  I  have  already  said  it  sinks.'' 

The  last  observation  has  occasioned  me  more  doabt  in 
the  consideration  of  the  present  case  than  any  other  dictmn 
(for  authority  there  is  none  except  WigaeU  v.  FijfwM). 
But  Sir  WHlumn  Ora/rvt  is  there  speaking,  not  of  a  chaige 
which  the  tenant  in  tail  has  created  in  his  own  ftvour  bj 
.  an  actual  advance  of  money,  but  of  a  ohai^  created  by 
some  third  person,  and  as  to  which  the  tenant  in  tail  has 
never,  either  before  or  after  the  estate  tail  became  vested  in 
him  in  possession,  expressed  any  intention  whateyer  as  to 

(a)  18  Yes.  390.        (5)  Amb.  768.  (c)  2  My.  &  K.  67^. 
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whether  it  should  or  should  not  be  kept  alive.    In  such  a        i858. 

case,  Sir  WiUicmi  OraaU  says,  it  being  a  matter  of  pevfect 

indifiEerence  to  the  tenant  in  tail  whether  the  chaige  is  or  is 

not  kept  alive,  in  the  absence  of  any  indicatian  at  any  time 

of  his  intention  on  the  subject,  the  Cknurt  will  assume  that       **'^*" 

the  charge  was  meant  to  sink  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate. 

Bat  here^  as  in  WigaeU  ▼.  Wigadk  I  find,  at  the  time 

whm  the  person  became  entitled  to  the  chai^,  a  dear 

indication  of  his  intention  that  the  charge  should  be  kept 

alive.    He  entitles  himself  to  the  charge  by  advancing  the 

money  himself  and  that  at  a  time  when  the  preceding 

estate  tail  is  still  subosting,  and  he  is  only  tenant  in  tail 

in  remainder.    And  in  that  state  of  circumstances  it  is 

as  consistent  with  all  the  authcurities  as  it  is  with  common 

sense,  to  hold  that  the  act  of  the  party  in  advancing  the 

money  and  purchasing  the  charge  was  a  clear  and  distinct 

indication  that  at  that  time  he  intended  the  charge  to  be 

kept  alive. 

The  only  distinction  which  I  can  discover  between  the 
case  of  Wigsell  v.  WigaeU  and  the  present  is  this : — ^In 
Wigsell  v.  Wigsell  the  estates  had  been  devised,  subject  to 
the  mortgage  in  question  and  to  the  term  by  which  it  was 
secured,  for  a  term  of  500  years,  upon  trust  to  raise  money 
for  payment  of  the  testator's  debts,  and  of  a  sum  of  15002.  to 
the  lady  by  whom,  when  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  the 
mortgage  in  question  was  eventually  paid  off.  It  was 
agreed  that  her  intervening  charge  of  1500Z.  did  not  affect 
the  question,  and,  the  testator  having  been  dead  some 
eighteen  years,  no  one  seems  to  have  relied  upon  the 
intervening  term  for  any  other  purpose  than  as  an  argu- 
ment to  show  that  there  could  be  no  merger.  That  being 
BO,  I  find  it  difficult  to  bring  my  mind  to  bear  upon  the 
argument  as  to  the  effect  of  the  intervening  term ;  for  it  is 
dear,  on  the  authority  of  Forbes  v.  MoffcM  and  that  class 
of  cases,  that  the  mere  technical  circumstance  of  merger 
taking  place  cannot  affect  the  question.     In  Fai'bes  v. 
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1868.  Mqffatt,  Sir  WilUomi  Orcmt  says,  "  Upon  this  subject  a 
Court  of  equity  is  not  guided  by  the  rules  of  law.  It  will 
sometimes  hold  a  charge  extinguished,  where  it  would  sub- 
sist at  law;  and  sometimes  preserve  it^  where  at  law  it  would 
be  merged."'  And  in  Lord  Compton  v.  Oxenden{a),  there 
was  an  outstanding  term  as  security  for  the  charge ;  but 
notwithstanding  the  person  entitled  to  the  charge  and  seised 
in  fee  of  the  estate  was  lunatic,  and  could  not^  therefore, 
express  any  intention  upon  the  subject^  still,  he  being 
seised  in  fee  of  the  estate,  and  having  in  himself  at  once 
the  remedy  and  the  right,  the  two  were  held  to  be  united; 
and,  although  the  term  was  actually  outstanding,  it  was 
held,  that,  as  the  tenant  in  fee  could  not  in  his  lifetime  have 
a  charge  against  his  own  estate,  that  charge  could  not  be 
raised  for  the  benefit  of  his  personal  representatives. 

One  other  circumstance  was  relied  upon  in  the  aigument 
as  distinguishing  the  case  of  WigseU  v.  WigaeU  from  the 
present  There  the  lady  by  whom,  when  tenant  in  tail  in 
remainder,  the  charge  was  paid  off,  was  not  in  possession  of 
the  estate  for  more  than  a  year,  whereas;,  in  this  case,  Mn 
Horton  was  for  six  years  in  possession  of  the  estate;  and  it 
was  argued,  that  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  mortgagee  of 
an  estate  coming  into  possession  of  the  estate  as  tenant  in 
tail,  and  remaining  six  years  in  possession  without  doing 
anything  further  to  indicate  an  intention  either  way,  is 
sufficient  indication  that  he  intended  the  chaige  to  be  at  an 
end.  But,  at  the  time  when  he  purchased  the  chaige,  John 
Horton  was  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder ;  and,  purchasing 
the  charge  in  that  state  of  circumstances,  he  did  by  that 
very  act  indicate  a  clear  intention  that  the  charge  should 
be  considered  as  a  debt  due  to  his  personal  estate ;  and  if 
that  clear  indication  of  intention  is  to  be  held  to  have  been 
revoked  by  the  circumstance  of  his  having  afterwards 
become  entitied  to  the  estate  as  tenant  in  tail  in  possessioD, 
and  remained  so  entitied  for  more  than  five  years,  the 

(a)  2Ve8.jun.  261. 
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same  presamption  would  arise  in  a  case  where  a  person, 
having  a  similar  charge,  becomes  subsequently  tenant  in 
tail  of  the  estate,  and  dies  in  India,  or  some  distant  part  of 
the  world,  without  having  ever  become  aware  that  he  was 
BO  entitled.  Besides,  as  Lord  Eldon  pointed  out,  a  tenancy 
in  tail  cannot  be  converted  into  an  estate  in  fee  in  a 
moment;,  but  requires  time,  and  the  tenant  in  tail  may 
have  died  before  a  recovery  could  be  suffered  or  the  estate 
disentailed.  Both  these  are  inconveniences  against  which 
the  decision  of  Sir  John  Leach  in  Wigadl  v.  Wigaell 
appears  to  guard. 


The  ground  of  the  decision  in  WigaeU  v.  Wigaell  is  clear, 
from  the  form  in  which  the  case  of  the  imsuccessful  party 
was  put  in  argument  It  was  assumed  in  argument,  and 
necessarily  assumed^  by  their  counsel,  that  it  makes  no 
difference  whether  the  estate  or  the  charge  first  vests  ;  but 
that  view  was  thus  met  by  Sir  John  Leach : — ''  Where*  a 
tenant  in  tail  in  possession  pays  off  a  mortgage  and 
declares  no  intention  that  the  charge  shall  continue  for  the 
benefit  of  the  personal  estate,  there  the  charge  ceases, 
because  the  estate  is  considered  as  his  own,  inasmuch  as  he 
may  make  it  his  own  by  suffering  a  recovery.  This  prin- 
ciple has  no  application  to  a  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder, 
whose  estate  may  be  altogether  defeated  by  the  birth  of 
issue  of  another  person ;  and  it  must  be  inferred  that  such  a 
tenant  in  tail  means  to  keep  the  chaige  alive;  When 
Suscunnah  Wigsell,  therefore,  became  tenant  in  tail  in 
possession,  this  charge  subsisted  as  a  part  of  her  personal 
estate ;  and  not  having  afterwards  declared  any  intention  to 
the  contrary,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  continued  part  of  her 
personal  estate  at  her  death,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  the  relief  which  she  prays. '* 


Wigsdl  V.  Wigsell  has  long  been  considered  as  sound 
law.  There  has  been  no  appeal  fix>m  the  decision ;  and  it 
appears  to  me  that  I  should  be  unsettling  the  law  upon  the 
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subject  if  I  were  to  rely  upon  the  minute  distinctions  to 
whidi  I  have  referred,  and  which  Sir  John  Leach  treated 
as  immateriaL 

One  other  argument  was  advanced  on  behalf  of  the 
Defendants,  and  it  is  the  most  ingenious  way  in  which 
their  case  can  be  put  It  was  said,  that  in  this  case  the 
tenant  in  tail  hci8  expressed  an  intention  that  the  charge 
should  sink ;  that  the  best  way  of  judging  of  his  intention 
is  to  look  to  the  legal  effidct  of  his  acts :  knowing  that  he 
was  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  after  a  previous  estate  t«l 
in  another  person,  he  has  taken  this  mortgage  to  himself 
instead  of  taking  it  to  a  trustee.  He  must  have  known 
that  the  effect  of  taking  the  mortgage  in  that  form  would 
be  a  merger  of  the  charge  in  the  event  of  his  becoming 
tenant  in  tail  in  possession ;  and,  therefore,  having  takoi 
the  mortgage  in  that  form,  he  must  be  looked  upon  aa 
having  intended  to  bring  about  that  result  But  I  think  it 
would  be  an  extreme  refinement,  in  a  case  of  this  descrip- 
tion, where  there  was  an  intervening  estate  tail  actually 
subsisting  at  the  time  when  the  payment  was  made,  to 
attribute  such  an  intention  as  this  to  the  party  making  it; 
upon  l^e  mere  ground  of  his  having  taken  the  assignment 
of  the  term  to  himself  instead  of  taking  it  to  a  trustee.  I 
think  neither  that  nor  any  other  circumstance  of  the  case  is 
sufficient  to  distingui^  it  from  that  of  WigsM  v.  WigsM, 
which,  in  my  opinion,  has  settled  the  law  upon  this  subject 
It  is  referred  to  in  text  books,  and  I  apprehend  the  {nractioe 
is  founded  upon  it 

There  will  be  a  declaration  that  the  20002.  is  ai  subsbting 
chai^ge  on  the  estate,  and  that  the  samiel,  with  interest  at 
five  per  cent  firom  the  death  of  joh/n  Mortdr^  and  the 
PlaintifTs  costs  of  the  suit,  ought  to  be  raised  by  a  sale  of 
the  estates. 

Decree  acc^ntUngly. 
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SOOTT  V.  LORD  HASTINGS,  J^  sort. 

BEAVAN  V.  MACQUEEN, 

AND 

LORD  HASTINGS  v.  BEAVAN. 

JL  BIOB   to  the  year  1867>  Beavam,  being   equitably  EmtUahleCkom 
entitled  to  certain  stock  then  standing  in  the  names  of  ^^,1^^^^ 
trustees  in  trust  for  him»  a  judgment  was  reooyered  against  ^^^jj^^f*^^ 
him  by  Lord  Hasti/nffs  for  the  sum  of  77382.  99.  6d  mS^i  #  a 

Ftef.  e.  110— 

On  the  SOth  of  December,  1857,  Beavan  executed  an       ^^^ 

assignment^  by  way  of  mortgage,  of  his  equitable  interest  A  judgment 

in  the  stock,  to  the  Petitioner  Claaiesa  Tluickihvmte,  to  postponed  to  a 

aecnre  32002.  and  interest  S^!^  rf 

aaeqnitaUeln- 
terast  in  ttoolr. 

On  the  9th  of  June,  1858,  no  notice  having  been  given  notwithatwd- 
of  the  mortgage  to  the  trustees  of  the  stock.  Lord  Hwtmga  ^hael^^os  ~ 
obtained  an  order  that  two  sums  of  16242.  lU  2d  and  ^emortgage, 

out  oefore 

19162.  2&  3(2.  Consol%  forming  part  of  the  stock  comprised  notice  thereof 
in  the  mortgage  to  the  Petitioner,  and  since  transferred  of  the  fond, 
into  the  name  of  the  Accountanlr-General  in  trust  in  the  t^&2Y^ 
second  cause  above  mentioned,  should  stand  chained  with  ^  i^^,  &  u, 

an  order  duurg* 

the  payment  to  Lord  Hastings  of  the  amount  of  his  judg-  ing  theldnd. 
ment  debt  and  interest^  unless  Beavcm  should,  within  one  «J^^^jn 
month  after  service  of  the  order,  show  cause  to  the  con-  p^orh  ▼.  Haa 

(3Rua8.1)doee 
trary;  and  it  was  ordered,  that  no  part  thereof  should  be  not^y|dyin 

transferred  without  notice  to  Lord  Hasti/ngs,  until  the  said  jud^mt 

order  should  be  made  absolute  or  dischaiged. .  ereStor. 

Obtervttkms 
on  WaUtY, 

On  the  16th  of  June,  1868,  on  the  application  of  the  ^^S\F^ 
Petitioner  Clarieaa  ThMkthwaUe,  it  was  ordered  that  no 
part  of  Beavcm' 8  interest  in  the  last-mentioned  Bank  An- 
nuities should  be  dealt  with  without  notice  to  the  Petitioner. 

vol..  IV.  T  T 
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1858.  The  Petitioner  prayed,  that^  notwiihstaiidixig  the  orden 

of  die  dth  and  16th  of  June,  1868,  the  1916L  28.  Sdand 
1624Z.  Il8.  2(2.  Consols  might  be  sold,  and  that  the  pro- 
ceeds, after  providing  for  certain  costs,  might  be  paid  to 
the  Petitioner  towards  dischaige  of  the  3200L  and  intenii 
due  on  the  security  of  her  mortgage. 


Arpmmf.  Mr.  R6U,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Cde,  tor  the  Petitioner,  oon- 
tended  that  her  mortgage  was  entitled  to  priority  over 
the  alleged  charge  of  Lord  Hastings,  notwithstanding 
the  order  nisi  obtained  by  the  latter. 

Even  if  the  order  could  be  treated  as  an  order  aboolate^ 
and  as  amounting  to  a  valid  charge  on  the  fund,  it  mint 
rank  subsequently  to  the  mortgage  to  the  Petitioner,  that 
mortgage  being  prior  in  point  of  date ;  but,  in  fact^  the 
order  was  but  an  order  nisi ;  and  by  the  16th  section  of  the 
Act  1  &  2  Yict  c.  110,  the  effect  of  an  order  nisi  is 
merely  to  prevent  the  judgment  debtor  firom  making  any 
future  disposition  of  the  fund  in  question  after  the  date  of 
the  order :  Warbu/rton  v.  HiU(a). 

Mr.  Freelmg,  for  Lord  ffastmgs,  contended  that»  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  charging  order  obtained 
by  Lord  Hastings,  on  the  9th  of  June,  must  be  treated  as 
having  become  absolute,  and  a  valid  charge  on  the  fimd, 
before  the  Petitioner  had  perfected  her  security.  The 
month  allowed  for  showing  cause  against  the  order  had 
expired,  and,  although  within  that  period  the  Petitioner 
had  obtained  the  stop  order  of  the  16th  of  June^  I^ 
Hastmgs  had  previously  obtained  a  similar  order,  the 
effect  of  which  was  to  prevent  the  order  obtained  by  the 

(a)  Kay,  470. 
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FetitioQer  finom  having  the  eflfeot  of  perfecting  her  mortgage        1858. 
before  the  chaiging  order  had  become  abfldata 


Then^  Lord  ffaetmga  having   obtained   an   absolute 
charge^  when,  as  yet^  the  mortgage  of  the  Petitioner  was     Arsmumt 
merely  an  inchoate  rights  his  judgment  debt  was  entiUed  to 
priorily.    By  the  14th  section  of  the  Act^  the  effect  of  a 
chaiging  order  is  to  entitle  the  judgment  creditor  to  all  such  , 

remedies  as  he  would  have  been  entitied  to  if  the  charge 
had  been  made  in  his  fftvour  by  the  judgment  debtor ;  and 
had  this  duiige  been  made  by  the  judgment  debtor,  it  must 
have  taken  precedence  of  that  of  the  Petitioner,  who  had 
given  no  notice  of  her  security :  Watts  v.  Porter  (a). 

Hr.  Bolt,  (^  C,  in  reply: — 

The  decision  in  Waits  v.  Porter  has  been  disapproved  of 
in  Beavan  v.  The  Earl  of  Oxford(b),  both  by  Lord  Cram^ 
vjorth,  C,  and  by  Lord  Justice  Turner,  who  adopted  the 
view  taken  in  the  former  case  by  Erie,  J.,  that  a  mor1>- 
gagee,  claiming  under  a  mortgage  made  subsequenUy  to  a 
judgment  but  prior  to  the  charging  order,  should  be  prefer- 
red to  the  judgment  creditor,  notwithstanding  he  had  omit- 
ted to  give  notice  of  his  mortgage.  Upon  executing  the 
mortgage  the  debtor  lost  his  equitable  interest  in  the  fund ; 
and,  by  the  14th  section  of  the  Act^  it  is  only  as  to  stock 
standing  in  the  name  of  the  debtor,  or  in  trust  for  him, 
that  the  order  operates  as  a  charge. 

Notice  is  immaterial  where,  as  here,  the  question  is  not 
between  two  assignees,  but  between  an  assignee  and  a  judg- 
ment creditor,  for  the  latter  does  not  give  credit  upon  the 
&iih  of  the  particular  stock  being  the  property  of  his 
debtor. 

(a)  3  EU.  &  Bl.  743.  (b)  6  D.  M.  &  524,  526,  582. 

TT2 
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[Bre(»rd4ffe  v.  DoTTington(a)  and  Kvnd&rUy  v.  Jarvii^) 
were  also  cited] 


J^idgmmL       VICB-CHANCELLOB  SiE  W.  PaQE  WoOD  :— 

Of  the  two  queBdons  arisiiig  upon  this  petition,  if  thefini 
be  decided  in  &your  of  the  Fetitioneri  the  second  will  not 
require  a  decision. 

The  first  question  is^  whether^  if  a  person,  beneficially 
entitled  to  stock  standing  in  the  names  of  trustees^  bas  a 
judgment  recovered  against  him,  and  the  judgmoit  credi- 
tor obtains  a  charging  order  to  give  eflkct  to  his  judgmeat^ 
an  assignee  claiming  under  a  mortgage  of  the  fond,  made 
subsequently  to  the  judgment^  but  before  the  charging  order, 
shall  have  priority  over  the  judgment  creditor,  the  mortgar 
gee  not  having  given  notice  of  his  security. 

This  question  will  depend  upon  whether,  at  the  time 
when  the  charging  order  was  made,  the  fund  in  question 
was  standing  in  the  name  of  any  person  as  trustee  for  the 
judgment  creditor,  for,  by  the  14ih  section  of  the  Act(c), 
the  charging  order  has  no  operation,  except  upon  stodc  or 
shares  standing  in  the  name  of  the  creditor  in  his  own 
right,  " or  in  the  name  of  some  person  in  trust  for  him \* 
and  the  only  effect  which  the  Act  gives  to  the  chaiging 
order  is,  that  it  **  shall  entitle  the  judgment  creditor  to  all 
such  remedies  as  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  if  such 
charge  had  been  made  in  his  favour  by  the  judgment 
debtor/'  The  question,  therefore,  is  whether,  at  the  date 
of  the  charging  order,  the  fund  was  stan^jng  in  the 
name  of  any  person  in  trust  for  the  judgment  debtor, 

(a)  4  De  G.  £^  Sm.  122.    (&)22Beav.  1.    (e)  1  &2l^cl.c  HO. 
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he  having  previooBly  executed  a  mortgage  of  his  equit-  isss. 

aUe  interest  in  the  firnd^  but  no   notice  having  been  ^soott^ 

given  of  that  assignment  to  those  in  whose  names  the  r^^^^„ 

stock  was  standing.  inm. 

Where  a  person,  having  an  equitable  interest  in  stock 
standing  in  the  name  of  a  trustee,  assigns  his  interest  and 
the  assignee,  by  giving  no  notice  of  the  transaction  to  the 
tnistee^  enables  the  assignor  to  make  a  firesh  assignment 
to  a  third  person,  who,  upon  the  fidth  of  the  assignor's 
being  entitled  to  the  stock,  advances  his  money,  and 
obtains  a  charge,  there,  according  to  Deonie  v.  H(M(a\ 
Lomidge  v.  CoaperQi),  and  that  class  of  cases,  the  first 
assignee  shall  be  postponed,  because,  by  omitting  to  give 
notice  of  his  charge,  he  has  enabled  the  assignor  to  deal 
with  the  fund  as  if  he  were  still  the  owner,  and  thus  to 
commit  a  fraud  upon  the  subsequent  assignee.  But  that 
reasoning  does  not  apply  to  a  case  like  the  present  Here 
the  ju4^[ment  creditor  plaoed  no  reliance  upon  the  dx^ 
cumstance  of  the  debtor  being  entitled  to  this  specific 
property.  He  is  simply  a  creditor  who  has  given  a  general 
caredit  to  the  debtor,  and  it  is  not  until  he  procures  the 
daigmg  order  that  he  seeks  to  obtain  an  interest  in  the 
stock  m  question.  Where  the  judgment  debtor  is  the  sole 
owner  of  stock  standing  in  his  own  mane,  or  in  the  name  of 
another  in  trust  for  him,  there  the  Legislature  intended,  by 
the  Act  in  question,  to  prsvoit  him,  after  his  creditor  has 
obtained  an  order  chargmg  the  fund,  from  dealing  with  the 
Amd  to  the  prejudice  of  the  creditor  who  has  obtained  that 
charging  order.  But  here,  before  the  chargmg  order  was 
obtained,  the  debtor  had  ceased  to  be  the  sole  owner  of  the 
Btock.  The  case  is  not  within  the  intention  of  the  Act 
The  mtention  of  the  Act  was  to  give  to  the  creditor  all  that 
interest  in  the  stock  charged  by  the  order  which  the  debtor 

(a)  3  Buss.  1.  ih)  Id.  3a 
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1858.        bad  when  the  order  was  obtamed;  and  to  carry  out  that 
^^S^^      intention  it  is  not  necessary  to  give  him  what  the  debtor 

Lokd^Hast-   ^"^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  disposed  o£ 
niQs. 

Such  is  my  view  of  the  law  upon  the  first  question;  and 

even  if  ihe  charging  order  had  been  made  absolute  hehn 

notice  of  the  mortgage,  it  would  be  impossible  for  me 

to  give  priority  to  the  charge  of  the  judgment  creditor, 

without  disregarding  the  dicta  in  the  case  of  Beavan  ?. 

The  EwA  of  Oaford(a),  in  reference  to  the  decisiorL  of  the 

Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  Watts  v.  Porter(b).    It  is  tnie 

they  are  but  dicta^  for  the  &cts  in  Beavan  v.  The  EaH  of 

Oxford  are  distinguishable  fix>m  the  present,  the  charge 

there  being  a  charge  on  land.    Nevertheless,  they  are  the 

dicta  of  a  superior  Courts  and  Lord  Crcmvxyrth  expressly 

and  decidedly  preferred  the  view  taken  in  Watte  v.  Porter 

by  Mr.  Justice  Erie,  which  is  in  accordance  with  that  Iha^e 

adopted,  to  the  decision  of  the  other  learned  judges,  by 

whom  that  cause  was  determined  in  a  oontraiy  maimer. 

Lord  Justice  Turner  goes  somewhat  further,  restiDg  his 

decision  upon  an  opinion  directly  contrary  to  that  whidi 

was  adopted  in  Watts  v.  Porter.    He  says  in  effect,  that^ 

in  prmoiple,  the  two  cases  could  not  be  distinguished  (that 

there  was  a  distinction  is  dear,  because,  in   Watts  v. 

Porter,  as  here,  the  charge  was  upon  peroonalty,  whereas  in 

Beavan  v.  The  Sari  of  Oxford  it  was  on  real  estate),  and  he 

concurs  with  Lord  Oromivortk  in  giving  a  decided  prefo* 

enoe  to  the  opinicm  of  Mr.  Justioe  Erie  over  that  of  the 

oiher  judges. 

My  judgment  coincides  with  that  of  Mr.  Justice  ErU; 
and  fortified  as  I  am  by  the  opinions  of  Lord  Cromworth,  C^ 
and  Lcud  Justice  Turner,  I  must  hold,  that^  as  against  the 
mortgagee  in  this  case^  no  lien  was  acquired  by  the  diaig- 

(<i)  6  D.  M.  6.  534,  525,  538.  (b)  3  £U.  &  BL  743. 
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ing  order,  that  urder  having  been  made  after  the  execution        1858. 
of  the  mortgage. 


That  dispoees  of  the  first  question;  and  the  first  question 
being  dedded  in  &your  of  the  Petitioner,  the  second,  as  I      iffttrrrmf, 
have  already  observed,  does  not  arise. 

But  even  if  I  had  found  it  necessary  to  decide  the  first 
question  otherwise  than  I  have  don^  upon  the  second,  the 
Petitioner  must  have  succeeded.  For  here  the  order  ob- 
tained by  the  judgment  creditor  is  a  simple  order  nisi; 
and  from  the  16th  section  of  the  Act  it  is  dear,  that  the 
object  of  the  order  nisi  is,  "to prevent  any  person  against 
whom  judgment  sliall  have  been  obtained  fix)m  disposing 
of  any  stock  .  •  •  by  the  Act  authorised  to  be  charged" 
But>  her^  the  stock  was  disposed  of  before  the  order  nisi 
was  made;  and  even  iS,  by  the  order  nisi,  an  inchoate 
rij^t  had  been  obtained,  it  would  have  been  a  sufficient 
cause  to  show  against  making  the  order  absolute,  thai^  be- 
fore the  order  nisi,  the  debtor  had  assigned  his  interest  in 
the  stock.    . 

Taking  it  either  way,  therefore,  I  must  have  dedded  in 
&vour  of  the  Petitioner,  but  I  think  it  right  to  dedde  it 
upon  the  first  ground. 

The  order  will  be  in  accordance  with  the  prayer  of  the 
petition. 
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jiMeSM.  KOLLESTON  u  NEW. 

WnmgLtoM^  JdY  an  indentoie,  dated  April,  1852,  ihe  Haintiffdemiaod 
drmimJifMM--  to  the  Defendant  Morley  certain  mines,  veins^  and  beds  of 
^r!!!!!^uI/'  ooal,  for  a  term  of  twenty-one  years,  at  a  fixed  yeazly  rent 
PkHS^j^ ,  per  acre^  for  all  ooal  got  oat <)r  taken  by  the  I)efienda]it;aiid 
ikmtoretkxm,  it  was  agieod,  that^  if  the  whole  of  the  ooal  thereby  demised 
The  lessee  of  a  should,  before  the  end  or  other  sooner  determination  of  the 
n^tod^bis  ^T^^>  be  worked  out  and  paid  for,  and  the  (xmoants, 
^*^^Vdn^  clauses,  and  agreements  on  the  lessee's  part  should  have 
term,  if  the  beai  duly  kept  and  performed,  then  the  indenture  shoold 
nq!^  it,  to  he  void.  The  indenture  contained  the  usual  ooYesanta  for 
^^l^i^eB?^  properly  working  the  mine,  and  for  the  intcoducfcion  of 
machiller^^  buildings,  maohineiy,  plants  and  other  materials,  and  a 
materials  covenant  that  the  plant,  and  all  erectioDfl^  machiiMKy,  and 
^^^^\^^  other  works,  implements,  and  things,  to  be  made  and  used 
tte*^oridSS*of  ^  ^'  ^^'^^^  *^®  premises,  should  be  of  good  workmanship 
the  mine,  upon  and  materials,  and  of  a  modem  character.  It  amtained 
tweiTTmontha  also  a  Covenant  by  the  Defendant  Morley,  that  he  would 
Unm^h^  noti  during  the  term,  wilfully  or  negligently  do, or  suffer 
ing  paidfOT  the  to  be  done,  any  act  or  thing,  which  might  occasion  or  tend 
ing  to  a  yalna-  to  produce  the  drowning  of  the  mine,  or  any  loss  of  the 
e^nent  ^of  ^oal  iu  the  beds  thereby  demised.     And  it  then  contaiDed 

the  lease  it  was 
povided,  that 

It  should  he  lawftd  for  the  lessee  at  any  tune  or  times  duzing  the  term,  or  within  twdtemoBte 
after  its  expiration,  to  remote  all  the  machinery,  engmes,  things,  and  materiala  which  aboold 
be  erected  or  bron^t  by  him  upon  the  premises,  unless  the  lessor  should  be  minded  to  pv- 
chase  the  same,  which  he  should  have  lilwrty  to  do  upon  giving  the  notice  tfaereinbefore  ztmd- 
tioned  and  upon  paying  the  price  estimated.  The  deed  also  contained  a  oovenant  Iqr  ^ 
lessee  not  to  do  any  act  which  might  occasion  or  tend  to  produce  the  drowning  of  the  mina 

Fourteen  years  before  the  expiration  of  the  term  the  lessee  became  insolvent,  sod  sasigDel 
everything  he  had  brought  upon  the  premises  to  trustees,  who  gave  notice  to  the  lessor  of  tbeir 
intention  to  remove  the  same  unless  he  should  be  minded  to  purchase. 

To  a  bill  by  the  lessor,  averring  that  such  removal  would  occasion  or  tend  to  produce  the 
dro?ming  of  the  mine,  and  praying  for  an  iiyunotion  to  restrain  the  same  until  the  end  of  the  ton, 
and  untU  the  Plaintiff  had  the  opportunity  of  exercising  his  option  to  purchase,  a  donnnff 
was  allowed,  the  Court  being  of  opinion,  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  leaie, 
the  lessee  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  remove  all  tiie  property  in  question  unleas  the  lessor  giv« 
notice  of  hia  intention  to  purchase,  and  paid  for  the  same. 
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a ooTenaiit^  ''that  the  leasee,  his  exeoators,  adminiBtraJora,        is6S. 

and  asBignfly  should,  at  the  end  or  other  sooner  detenni- 

Datim  of  the  tenn  thereby  granted,  if  the  lessor  should 

require  them  so  to  do,  leave  for  or  deliver,  and  pennit  and 

suffsr  him  to  receive,  take,  and  enjoy,  for  his  own  proper 

use,  aD  and  ev«ry  the  engines  and  engine^  and  other 

inqdements^  plants  buildings,  machinery,  gearing,  articles, 

things,  and  materials^  which  should  have  been  erected,  put 

up,  or  used  in  and  about  the  working  of  the  said  collieiy 

and  coal  mines,  upon  receiving  twelve  calendar  months 

notice  in  writing  from  the  lessor,  and  being  paid  for  the 

same  according  to  a  valuation  to  be  made  by  two  indifferent 

persons,  one  to  be  chosen  by  the  lessor,  and  the  other  by 

the  lessee,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns^  or  by 

their  umpire  in  case  of  disagreement"     The  indenture 

contained  a  proviso  for  re-entiy  by  the  lessor  in  the  event 

of  the  lessee  becoming  insolvent;  and  it  also  contained  a 

proviso  and  declaration,  ''  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 

IfiBBee^  his  executors^  adminHstratcnrs,  and  assigns^  at  any 

time  or  times  during  the  said  term,  or  within  the  space  of 

twelve  calendar  months  next  after  the  expiration  or  other 

sooner  determination  of  the  said  tenn,  to  take  down,  cany 

away,  and  remove  all  and  every  the  buildings^  machinery, 

steam-engines,  articles,  things,  and  materials^  whidi  had 

been  theretofore  erected,  or  which  should  or  might,  at  any 

time  or  times  during  the  said  term,  be  erected  or  brought 

hjr  the  lessee,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 

upon  the  said  lands  or  grounds,  unless  the  lessor  should 

be  minded  or  desirous  to  purchase  the  same,  which  he 

should  have  liberty  to  do,  upon  giving  the  notice  there- 

itkbefore  mentioned,  and  upon  paying  such  price  or  value 

fer  the  same  as  ishould  be  estimated  to  be  hit  and  rea* 

flODAUe  by  two  indifferent  persons  to  be  appointed   as^^ 

therein  mentioned,  or  by  their  umpire  in  case  of  disagree* 

meni'' 
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IS6B.  In  November,  1857,  the  Defendant  Mariey  aaqgned  all 

his  personal  estate  and  efifeds  (except  the  lease  of  the 
mines),  to  the  Defendants  New  and  Hamdyride^  upon  trust 
for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors. 

In  April*  1858,  the  trustees  sent  to  the  Plaintiff  a  notion 
that  they  intended  to  remoye  all  and  evezy  the  buildings, 
machinery,  steam-engines^  artides,  things^  and  materials^ 
erected  or  used  in  the  mines  by  the  Defendant  if or%, 
unless  the  Plaintiff  should  be  minded  and  desiioiis  to 
purchase  the  same,  at  such  price  or  value  as  should  be 
estimated  to  be  £Bur  and  reasonably  as  mentioned  in  the 
indenture  of  lease,  and  of  such  his  mind  and  desire  should 
forthwith  give  them  notice  in  writing. 

The  Plaintiff  thereupon  filed  his  bill,  stating  these  facts, 
and  charging  that  the  removal  of  the  said  plants  buildings^ 
and  machineiy,  would  cause  great  and  irremediable  injury 
and  mischief  to  the  mines,  and  would  occasion  or  tend 
to  produce  the  drowning  of  the  mines,  contraiy  to  the 
covenants  in  the  lease  contained ;  and  that,  in  order  to 
prevent  the  mines  from  being  drowned,  it  was  requisite 
that  the  water  should  be  pumped  out  by  means  of  the  said 
machinery,  as  had  hitherto  been  dona 

The  bill  prayed  for  a  declaration,  that,  according  to  the 
true  construction  of  the  indenture  of  lease^  the  Defendants 
wexe  not  at  liberty  to  sell  or  dispose  o(  or  to  remove,  the 
said  plant,  buildings,  machinery,  gearing;  artides^  things, 
and  materials  horn  the  mines,  until  the  end  or  other 
sooner  determination  of  the  said  term,  nor  until  the 
Plaintiff  should  have  had  the  opportunity  of  ezercisiog 
the  option,  by  the  indenture  reserved  to  him,  whether  or 
not  to  purchase  the  said  plant  and  machinery,  or  any 
part  thereof,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  indenture; 
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and  prajing  also  for  an  injunction  on  that  footing,  and  fi>r 
a  reodver. 

The  Defendants  demurred  for  want  of  equity. 


Mr.  James,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Oiffard,  in  support  of  the 
demurrer^  contended :-» 

FwBtt  tbat,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  lease, 
tiie  leasee  was  to  be  at  liberty,  at  any  time  during  the  term, 
to  remove  everything  he  had  brought  upon  the  premises, 
unless  the  lessor  should  give  notice  of  his  intention  to  pur- 
chase, and  should  pay  for  the  same,  which  the  Plaintiff  had 
not  done.  The  deed  contained  a  proviso  in  so  many  terms  < 
to  this  efifect;  and  with  that  proviso  the  preceding  cove- 
nant^ by  'which  the  lessee  was  bound  to  leave  aU  the  pro* 
party  in  question  upon  the  premises  if  the  lessor  required 
him,  was  not  in  conflict. 

Secondly^  that,  even  if  the  covenant  were  to  be  construed 
strictly,  and  without  reference  to  the  proviso  which  followed, 
the  demurrer  must  be  allowed,  for  such  a  covenant  would 
be  80  injurious  and  oppressive  to  the  lessee,  that  the  Court 
would  never  enforce  it^  and  ought  not  to  grant  an  injunction 
to  prevent  it  firom  being  broken:  Talbot  v.  Ford^a);  other- 
wise^ throughout  the  entire  term  of  twenty-one  years^  the 
leesee  would  not  be  able  to  remove  a  single  tool  he  had 
once  brought  upon  the  premises. 

The  Vice-Chakgellob. — ^The  bill  avers  that  there  was 
an  eiqpreBs  covenant  not  to  do  any  act  which  may  tend  to 
drown  the  mine. 

Mr.  Oiffwrd. — If  the  removal  of  the  steam-engines  will 
(a)  13  Sim.  173 
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have  that  effbct,  the  Plaintiff  has  the  remedy  in  his  own 
hands,  for  he  can  give  notice  to  \mj  them.  Beddes,  if  he 
compels  the  lessee  to  leave  the  engines,  he  cannot  compel 
him  to  work  them.  The  applications  to  the  Court  conse- 
quent upon  such  an  injunction  would  be  endless:  South 
Walea  Railway  Company  v.  Wythe8(a). 

Mr.  Willood^  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  De  Qex,  in  rapport  of  Hie 
biU:— 

According  to  the  true  c(mstruction  of  the  deed,  all  the 
property  in  question  must  be  left  in  the  mine,  until  ike 
end  or  other  sooner  determination  of  the  lease,  and  will 
then  be  subject  to  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  dect^  as  in  the 
lease  provided,  whether  he  will  purchase  upon  the  tenns 
expressed  in  the  lease.  Till  then  no  notice  need  be  given 
by  the  lessor.  As  to  ihis^  the  first  covenant  is  absolute; 
and  the  subsequent  clause,  empowering  the  lessee  to  remove^ 
must  be  read  so  as  not  to  derogate  fix>m  the  rights  of  the 
lessor  under  the  former.  A  contraiy  construction  of  the 
latter  clause  would  result  in  extreme  hardship  to  the  lessor, 
by  enabling  the  lessee  to  remove  evetything  at  any  time 
within  the  term,  or  within  twelve  months  after  its  eoLpiiatioii, 
and  to  do  so  every  year,  if  so  disposed.  On  the  other  hand, 
no  hardship  is  imposed  on  the  lessee  by  the  oonBtrodioD 
for  which  the  Plaintiff  contenda  The  lessee  is  not  bound 
to  retain,  to  the  end  of  the  lease,  the  id^itical  engineB 
and  machinery,  but  may  remove  them,  provided  he  rephoes 
them  by  others  equally  good,  or  leaves  on  the  prtaises 
such  plant  or  materials  as  may  be  wanted  for  the  due  and 
proper  working  of  the  mina 

Effect  must  be  given  to  every  clause  in  the  deed.  The 
deed  contains  a  covenant  by  the  lessee  not  to  do  any  act 
which  may  occasicm  or  tend  to  produce  the  dramumg  of  the 

(a)  1  K.  &  J.  186. 
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The  removal  of  the  steam-engine  will  ham  that 
and  if  so,  the  Oonrt  onght  not  to  pat  such  a  oon* 
Btrnction  upon  the  clause  empowering  the  lessee  to  remove^ 
as  will  render  the  covenant  against  drowning  the  mine 
inoperative,  by  enabling  the  lessee  to  do  that  which  he  has 
expressly  stipulated  not  to  do.  The  Court  can  restrain 
the  breach  of  such  a  covenant  in  a  deed^  although  it  cannot 
enforce  performance  of  the  entire  instrument:  IMfe  v. 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 


645 
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VlCfiX}HANGELLOR  SiR  W.  PAQB  WOOD  :— - 

This  demurrer  must  be  allowed.    The  case  is  fully  stated      jwigmmL 
in  the  bill,  and  the  question  between  the  parties  is  jedrly 
raised  by  the  demurrer. 

The  question  is^  what  construction  is  to  be  put  upon  a 
lease  containing  certain  covenants,  of  perhaps  an  unusual 
description,  and  appearing,  at  first  sights  to  be  somewhat  at 
variance  with  each  other.  To  determine  this  question,  in 
the  present  case  as  in  every  other,  whether  the  instrument 
be  a  deed  or  a  will,  it  is  necessary  to  look  at  the  whole 
instrument,  and,  giving  due  weight  to  each  of  the  clauses 
which  naay  appear  to  be  in  conflict,  to  consider  what»  upon 
the  whole  of  the  instrument^  can  be  fisuriy  collected  to  have 
been  the  intention  of  the  parties. 

The  lease  in  question  is  a  lease  for  twenty-one  years,  of 
which  fourteen  are  uneiqpired.  It  contains  the  usual  cove* 
oants  for  properly  working  the  mine^  for  the  introduction  of 
machineiy,  plants  and  other  materials.  It  also  contains  a 
covenant  not  to  do  any  act  which  may  occasion  or  tend  to 

(a)  15  Sim.  SS. 
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18M.        produce  the  diowning  of  the  mine ;  and  then  there  is  the 
foUowing  oovenabt  with  reference  to  the  machineiy : — 

[The  Vice-chancellor  read  the  covenant  b j  the  leasee  U> 
leave  the  machinery  and  materials  in  question  upon  receiv- 
ing twelve  months  notice,  and  being  paid  as  above  men- 
tioned (a).] 

That  is  certainly  a  covenant  of  a  vezy  large  and  scnae- 
what  burthensome  description ;  and  it  is  natural  to  expect  to 
find  some  other  clause  in  the  lease  to  protect  the  lessee  fitom 
its  full  e£kcts.  For  the  lessor  is  not  bound  to  give  nolaoe 
until  twelve  calendar  months  before  the  e3q)iration  of  the 
term  (even  if  he  is  bound  to  do  so  then,  having  regard  to  a 
subsequent  clause  in  the  lease)  ]  and  provided  such  notbe 
should  eventually  be  given,  the  effect  of  the  first  covenant 
is,  that  every  single  article  which  the  lessee  has  introduced 
into  the  mine  he  is  bound  to  keep  there.  He  cannot  le- 
move  a  single  engine  for  the  purpose  of  substituting  a  new 
one  in  its  place.  There  is  a  covenant  in  another  part  of  the 
deed,  that  all  the  machinery  and  things  to  be  used  shall  be 
"  of  a  modem  character ;"  but  no  single  article  or  thing  once 
brought  upon  the  premises  can  be  removed,  if  that  covenant 
is  to  be  taken  alone.  A  covenant  of  so  comprehensive  a 
character  might  expose  the  lessee  to  considerable  incon- 
venience. 

It  was  argued,  that  this  was  not  the  case ;  that  the 
covenant  resembled,  in  eSect,  a  covenant  to  keep  up  so 
many  flocks  of  sheep,  consistently  with  which  individual 
sheep  might  be  sold,  provided  the  flock  were  kept  up  and 
ultimately  made  good  ;  and  that  so  here,  the  lessee  was  not 
bound  to  retain  to  the  end  of  the  lease  the  identical  engines 
and  machinery,  but  might  remove  them,  provided  he  re- 
placed them  by  others  equally  good ;  or  provided  he  left  on 
the  premises  such  machinery  and  plant  as  might  be  wanted 

(a)  Sapra,p.641. 
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for  the  due  and  proper  ^vorkiiig  of  the  mine.    Such  a  oo-        1858. 
yenant  irould  have  been  a  much  more  reasonable  one  to 
insert^  but  it  is  not  the  covenant  with  which  I  have  to  deal: 
that  covenant  is  to  leave  everything^  and  the  identical 
things,  originally  introduced. 

It  being,  therefore,  natural  to  expect  some  other  clause 
in  the  lease  to  protect  the  lessee  from  the  injurious  conse- 
quences of  such  a  covenant^  I  find  the  following  :-^ 

[His  Honour  read  the  proviso  and  declaration  set  out 
above  (a).] 

It  was  argued,  that  the  large  power  there  given  to 
the  lessee  to  ranove,  at  any  time  within  the  term  or 
within  twelve  months  after  its  expiration,  all  the  things 
there  specified,  would  be  ahardship  on  the  lessor ;  but  that 
power  (and  this  is  the  whole  point  of  the  case)  is  not  abso- 
hite  but  conditional.  The  lessee  is  only  to  have  a  power  of 
removal  in  the  event  of  the  lessor  not  being  minded  to  pur- 
chase, which  he  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  do  upon  giving  notice 
and  paying  the  price  estimated. 

Thus  read,  the  two  clauses  are  not  inconsistent  No- 
thing is  specified  as  to  the  particular  period  when  notice  is 
to  be  given ;  but  if  the  lessor  is  once  minded,  and  once  gives 
notice  to  purchase  everything  the  lessee  has  brought  upon 
the  premises,  everything  so  brought  must  be  left  for  him 
by  the  lessee,  the  lessor  paying  for  them,  for  that  of  course 
is  implied.  On  the  other  hand,  and  to  guard  against 
a  capricious  use  of  that  option  in  the  lessor,  if  the  lessee  is 
minded  to  remove  everything  he  has  brought  upon  the 
premises  he  may  do  so,  unless  such  notice  be  given  and 
payment  made. 

The  necessity  for  some  guard  of  this  description  is 
obvioua    For  instance,  by  the  terms  of  the  lease,  if  all  the 

(a)  Supra,  p.  641,  ad  fin. 
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1658. 


ooal  flhould  be  worked  out  before  the  end  6f  the  tenn,  and 
the  covenants,  dauses^  and  agreements  in  the  lease  should 
have  been  duly  kept  and  perfonned,  then  the  lease  was  to 
be  void.  But  suppose  the  coal  to  be  worked  out  before  the 
end  of  the  year,  and  the  covenants  not  to  have  been  hsfi, 
then  the  deed  would  continue  in  forca  The  coal  mig^t  all 
be  worked  out  several  years  before  the  expiration  of.  the 
lease,  and  yet,  according  to  the  PlaintifiTs  contention,  eveej 
article  ever  brought  upon  the  premises  by  the  lessee  would 
have  to  remain  there^  useless  and  rotting;  until  the  term 
expired. 


Again,  to  take  the  case  that  has  happened, — andabetier 
illustration,  perhaps,  cannot  be  put : — ^The  lessee  beoomfiB 
insolvent,  and  has  no  means  of  working  the  mina  Tbe 
lessor  has  provided  for  that  event  by  reserving  to  himself 
the  power  of  determining  the  lease.  The  lessor,  therefore, 
is  perfectly  protected,  for  at  this  moment  he  may  determiDe 
the  lease  and  purdiase  all  or  any  part  of  the  propeit^ 
in  question*  But  the  lessee  has  no  reciprocal  power,  he 
cannot  shake  off  his  lease ;  and  the  Flaintifi's  contention  is, 
that^  notwithstanding  the  lessee  is  insolvent,  and  can  no 
longer  work  the  mine,  he,  the  Plaintifi^  is  entitled  to  con- 
tinue the  lease,  and  to  have  it  declared  that  for  fourte^ 
years  all  the  property  shall  stand  idle  upon  the  premises  for 
the  btoefit  of  no  p^son  whatever.  To  arrive  at  that  con- 
struction, it  would  be  necessazy  to  override  the  eacpresB 
provision  in  the  lease,  that  it  shall  be  lawful,  at  any  time, 
for  the  lessee  to  remove  the  property,  unless  the  lefisor 
shall  give  notice'to  purchase. 


It  was  argued,  that  efifect  must  be  given  to  every  clause  in 
the  deed,  that  the  deed  contains  a  covenant  that  the  lessee 
shall  do  no  act  which  may  occasion  or  tend  to  produce  tbe 
drowning  of  the  mine ;  that  the  bill  avers  (what  may  be 
easily  conceived)  that  the  removal  of  the  steam-engine  will 
have  that  effect,  and  if  so  the  Court  ought  not  to  put  such 
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a  ccmslnickioQ  upon  the  clause  empowering  the  lessee  to 
remove  certain  artides^  as  will  render  the  covenant  against 
drowning  the  mine  entirely  inopeiatiye,  hj  enabling  the 
lessee  to  do  that  which  he  has  expressly  stipulated  not  to 
da  That  argument  might  be  cogent  if  the  lessor  had  no 
option  of  giving  notice  of  his  desire  that  the  property 
should  be  left.  Bat  the  lessor  has  expressly  reserved  to 
himself  that  optica  It  was  right  that  the  Defendants 
should  give  notice  of  their  intention  to  remove  the  property, 
in  order  that  the  landlord,  if  he  pleased,  might  be  able,  by 
a  counter  notice^  to  stop  their  proceedings.  But  the  corre- 
spondence shows  that  this  course  has  been  taken  by  the 
Defendants;  and  that  being  so,  and  no  counter-notice 
having  been  given  by  the  Plaintiff  of  his  election  to 
purchase,  the  lessee  was  at  liberty  to  remove  the  property. 
As  regards  the  drowning  of  the  mine,  therefore,  the  land- 
lord must  be  left  to  his  remedy  (if  he  has  one)  at  law  by 
an  action  on  the  covenant  He  has  the  power  of  stopping 
all  the  mischief  which  his  bill  seeks  to  prevent  He  refuses 
to  exercise  that  power.  And  it  seems  to  me,  that  it  would 
be  an  unreasonable  interpretation  of  the  lease  to  hold  that, 
in  order. to  prevent  the  possible  consequences  of  that 
refusal  on  his  part^  the  property  must  be  left  as  it  is  for  the 
next  fourteen  year%  notwithstanding  the  express  stipula- 
tion that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  lessee  "at  any  time  or 
times  "  to  remove  it  Those  words  are  too  strong  to  be  cut 
down  in  order  to  give  effect  to  such  an  interpretation* 


1S58. 


The  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  instrument  as  I  have 
gathered  it  might  have  been  expressed  in  a  manner  less 
dbrcuitous  and  cumbrous ;  nevertheless,  it  appears  to  me  that 
it  is  sufficiently  expressed,  and  that  the  construction  I  have 
adopted  gives  a  rational  meaning  to  the  whole  of  the 
instrument    The  demurrer,  therefore,  must  be  allowed. 


Ordered  accordingly, 
vol*  IV. 


vv 
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J^  w  FARINA  u  SILVEBLOCK. 

TntBit  Uitrk^  X  HE  Plamtiff  claimed  a  right  to  the  exdasive  use  of 
/i^ii^^i^    pertam  labels^  for  the  purpose  of  distinguishing  botUes  coih 
^<^<^        taining  Eau-de-Cologne  manufactured  by  him. 

Perpetoal  in-        He  aveired  by  his  bill  that  the  Defendant  had  printed 

jimction  tore-  ,.,  -         ..i^ 

Btrain  a  printer  labels,  which  Were  an  exact  copy  or  &c  smnle  o(  or 
oraei^^SSeU  merely  colourably  different  from  his  own,  and  had,  for 

Sd^*Pbin!  *^°^®  *™®  P^*^  ^^®®^  "^  ^®  *^^^^^  ^^  selling  large  numbers 
tiff  as  Ins  trade  of  such  labels  to  parties  who  had  purchased  the  same  fcr 

mark,  notwitn-  -.  -itii  ia-i 

standing  the  the  purpose  of  pastmg,  and  who  had  pasted  them,  on 
Smeb^^B  BO*  bottles  containing  perfumed  water,  not  manu£skctured  by  the 
^1d*^'  *°^.  Plaintiff  or  according  to  his  invention ;  and  that>  by  such 
porchasedbona  means,  a  Very  large  number  of  such  bottles  had  been  sold, 
purpose  of  be-  and  a  large  number  were  then  in  the  market  for  saigas 
wtides  of  ^  containing  the  genuine  Eau-de-Cologne  manufactured  by  the 
Plaintiff's  own  Plaintiff  when,  in  fact,  they  contained  only  a  spurious  Bau- 
from  which  his  de-Colognc  of  a  vciy  inferior  quality.  The  bill  contained  an 
lab^B  had  been  j^^^pj^^^^^  ^^^  ^^  Defendant  threatened  and  intended, 
Defendant,  unless  prevented  by  injunction,  to  continue  to  print  and  sell 
i^eri^r^t,  such  labels,  and  was  then  offering  a  large  number  for  sale; 
^e^£e      ^^  ^*  prayed  that  the  Defendant  might  be  restrained  from 

that  the  Plain-  printing  Or  Selling  any  labels  similar  to  those  so  in  use  ly 

tiff  had  been 

defrauded         the  Plaintiff,  and  that  the  stock  of  labels  he  had  then  on 

S^y,  order-   ^^^^  might  be  ordered  to  be  delivered  up. 

ed  to  pay  the 

JJ^J^^gs^  In  June,  1855,  upon  an  interlocutory  motion,  the  Vio^ 

^^^Sty^*"^  Chancellor  granted  an  injunction  as  prayed     The  pro- 
Observations  ceedings  upon  this  occasion  are  reported  in  a  former  volume 
tXc:^     «f*«Berie8(a). 

Farvna  T. 

Silverhek  (6  D.  M.  G.  214)  expUined. 

(a)  Vol.  1,  p.  509. 
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In  Febroftiy,  1866,  the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  before  1858. 

the  Yice-Ghanoellor,  when  a  decree  was  made  for  a  perpe-  kawnT 

tual  injunctioD,  in  the  same  terms  as  the  former,  and  for  c^^^^^^^^ 
deliveiy  up  of  the  Defendant's  stock  of  labels. 

From  this  decree  ihe  Defendant  appealed.  The  appeal 
was  heard  before  Lord  Cramoarth,  C,  who,  on  the  9th  of 
July,  1856,  dissolved  the  injunction,  and  ordered  the  bill  to 
be  retained  for  twelve  months,  with  Uberty  for  the  Plaintiff 
to  bring  any  action  which  he  might  be  advised.  The  pro- 
ceedings on  the  appeal  have  also  been  reported  (a). 

The  Plaintiff  accordingly  brought  an  action,  for  the 
purpose  of  trying  the  question,  whether  the  labels  printed 
and  sold  by  the  Defendant  were  so  printed  and  sold  with 
a  fraudulent  knowledge,  and  were  used  to  the  injury  of  the 
Plaintiff  The  action  was  tried  in  December,  1857,  before 
Lord  Oampbdl,  C.  J.,  who  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether 
the  labels  were  the  Plaintiff 's  trade  mark,  and  if  so  whether 
the  Defendant  had  sold  any  such  labels  knowing  them  to 
be  so,  and  knowing  that  they  were  to  be  applied  to  bottles 
containing  spurious  Eau-de-Cologna  The  jury  found  a 
verdict  for  the  Plaintiff,  with  nominal  damage& 

The  Defendant  afterwards  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new 
trial,  upon  the  ground  of  mis-direction,'  and  on  the  ground 
that  the  verdict  was  against  evidence.  But  after  argument 
before  the  £ull  Court  the  rule  was  discharged,  the  Court 
observing,  that  if  there  had  been  a  great  question  of  right 
to  be  tried,  a  new  trial  might  have  been  granted,  but  the 
question  of  right  not  being  in  issue,  there  should  be  no 
new  trial  merely  for  costs. 

In  the  meantime  the  bill  had  been  retained  by  v£u*ious 

(a)  6  D.  M.  G.  214- 

uua 
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1858.       orders,  and  ihe  cause  now  came  on  for  further  consid^ation 
before  the  Yice-Chandellor. 


It  appeared  by  the  evidence  of  one  of  the  witnesses  a 
Mr.  Orridge,  that  upon  one  occasion  he  bought  from  the 
Defendant  a  hundred  of  his  labels,  for  the  purpose  of 
pasting  them  upon  botUes  containing  Eau-de-C!oIogDe  of  the 
Plaintiff's  manufacture,  from  which  the  Plaintifirs  labels 
had  been  lost 


AfymmL  Mr.  D<miel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  HeOiervngton,  for  the  Flaintifl^ 
asked  for  an  order  in  the  terms  ei  the  decree  pronoanoed 
by  the  Vice-chancellor  in  February,  1856;  and  that  the 
Defendant  might  pay  all  the  costfif,  including  the  costs  of 
the  appeal 

The  Yice-Chakckllchel-*!  cannot  give  the  Plaintiff  the 
costs  of  the  appeal 

Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Buxton,  for  the  Defendant^ 
contended,  that  the  question  was  not  concluded  by  the 
verdict  of  the  jury,  and  suggested  that  there  ought  to  be  a 
new  trial  It  was  clear,  from  the  observations  of  the  judges 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that  in  their  opinion  the 
Plaintiff  had  not  made  out  his  right  to  an  exdusive  user; 
and  had  the  Defendant  thought  it  worth  while,  on  that 
occasion,  to  dispute  the  Plaintiff's  right,  the  rule  would  have 
been  made  absolute. 

At  all  events,  the  injunction  should  not  be  granted  in  the 
absolute  form  in  which  it  was  now  asked ;  and  if  granted  at 
all,  the  Defendant  should  not  bear  the  costs  of  the  proceed- 
ings. 

[They  repeated  their  former  aiguments  as  to  the  absence 
of  proof  of  fraud  on  tiie  part  of  the  Defendant] 
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The  Vicb-Chanckllor  Sir  W.  Paqb  Wood  (without  »8M. 

hearing  a  reply) — ^I  concur  with  Lord  OoimpbeU,  that  it  is  Fauna 

high  time  an  end  should  be  put  to  this  litigation^  and  any  saTBuoGK. 
notion  of  a  new  trial  is  out  of  the  question. 

The  Defendant's  present  contention  is,  that  the  question 

has  not  been  conclusively  established  by  the  proceedings  at 

law ;  that  the  question  of  light^  although  of  the  utmost 

importance  to  the  Plaintiff,  was  of  no  importance  to  himself 

and  was,  therefore,  not  put  in  issue  by  him  on  the  rule 

being  argued ;  otherwise,  he  says,  the  judges  would  have 

granted  him  a  new  trial  notwithstanding  the  verdict  of  the 

jury.     But  the  Plaintiff  has  been  defrauded  and  injured 

by  persons  using  the  Defendant's  labels,  and  has  been 

defrauded  through  the  agency  of  the  Defendant  in  printing 

and  selling  them,  and  if  the  Defendant  found  it  was  of  no 

importance  to  him  to  claim  the  right  of  printing  and  selling 

those  labds,  it  was  his  duty,  as  soon  as  he  became  aware 

that  the  Plaintiff  was  injured  by  his  doing  so,  to  expresa 

his  r^ret,  to  disclaim  having  injured  him  knowingly,  and  to 

imdertake  at  once  to  desist  from  the  course  he  had  pursued. 

Had  he  taken  this  course,  there  would  have  been  an  end 

of  the  case  when  it  first  came  before  me,  and  he  might  then 

bave  had  his  costs.    Instead  of  this,  he  insists  upon  that 

light,  which  he  now  admits  to  have  been  of  no  value  to 

him;  on  my  holding  that  he  was  not  entitled  to^nsist 

tipon  it,  he  appeals  from  my  decision;  on  Lord  Cramr 

Vforth  dissolving  the  injunction,  he  drives   the  Plaintiff 

to  an  action  at  law;   and  now,  having  feuled  at  law  to 

establish  a  right,  which  he  admits  it  to  be  utterly  useless  for 

himself  to  establish,  and  of  the  utmost  importance  to  the 

Plabtiff  to  controvert^  he  contends  that  he  is  not  the  party 

who  ought  to  suffer  from  the  consequences  of  all  tlw 

^iseless  litigation^    Upon  his  own  statement,  it  appears  to 

me  to  be  the  strongest  case  for  costs  that  I  ever  met  with. 
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1858.  As  r^ards  the  queBtion  of  fraud,  it  was  pressed  upon  me 

Fariwa       ^^'y  powerftdly  at  the  original  hearing,  as  it  has  been  again, 

^*  that  the  pleadings  were  defective;  and  I  felt  some  difficulty 

in  this  respect  upon  the  former  occasion.     The  all^ation 

"*'^'*"^'  was,  that  the  Defendant  was  doing  acts  which  enabled 
others  to  defraud  the  Flamti£f ;  but  the  all^ation  was  weak 
as  to  the  scienter  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant  The  bill 
did  not  go  on  to  aver  that  the  Defendant  was  doing  Aose 
acts  knowingly.  However,  I  found  in  the  bill  a  chaige, 
that  the  Defendant  threatened  and  intended  to  go  on 
doing  the  acts  complained  of;  and  after  that^  it  appeared  to 
me,  that  it  involved  the  scienter  on  his  part;  the  Drfendant 
persisting  in  doing  that  which,  as  he  then  knew,  would 
enable  others  to  defraud  the  Plaintiff  when  he  ought  to 
have  disavowed  any  such  intention,  it  seemed  to  me  to  be 
a  case  for  an  injunction. 

Lord  Ora/nwortk  thought  the  cause  was  not  ripe  for 
decision  in  this  Court  until  an  action  had  been  tried;  an 
action  has  accordingly  been  tried,  a  venfict  has  been  found 
for  the  Plainti^T,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  has  held,  tha^ 
as  the  right  was  not  in  question,  a  new  trial  ought  not  to  be 
granted,  and  that  the  course  of  conduct  which  the  Defendant 
insists  he  has  a  right  to  pursue  would  be  a  fraud,  whether 
with  or  without  the  scienter  on  his  part;  and  as  I  find  him 
still  persisting  in  the  assertion  of  his  riglit  to  pursue  that 
course,  notwitlistanding  he  is  aware  of  the  oonaequenceB  of 
his  conduct,  I  think  it  is  high  time  for  this  Court  to  inter- 
fere by  injunction,  to  prevent  him  from  so  doing. 

The  only  question  is  as  to  the  form  of  the  injunction. 
It  might  be  suggested,  that  the  Defendant  has  a  right  to 
print  labels  to  sell  to  persons,  who,  like  Mr.  Orridge^  have 
lost  the  Plaintiff's  labek  from  botties  containing  his  genuine 
Eau-de-Cologne;  and  that  an  injunction  in  the  fonn  now 


V. 
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asked  would  prevent  him  from  doing  so.    The  Lord  Chan-        IMS. 
oellor  seems  to  have  thought^  that^  if  there  wore  persons       fariva 
so  situated,  the  Defendant's  labels  might  be  lawfully  sold 
to  them  for  that  purpose.    He  says,  "  If  there  were  dis- 
persed over  the  country  100,  or  600,  or  1000  persons  for 
whom  these  labels  might  be  Intimately  made,  I  cannot 
think  it  reasonable  to  say,  that  the  Defendant's  stock  shall 
be  destroyed  and  his  trade  stopped  because  he  may  sell  to 
some  person  to  whom  he  has  no  right  to  sell,  there  being  a 
large  number  of  persons  to  whom  he  may  legitimately  sell." 
And  in  an  earlier  passage  he  says,  "  It  seems  to  me  to  be 
clear,  that  any  man  who  had  got  the  Eau-de-Cologne  of  the 
Plaintiff,  but  had  not  got  a  label,  might  employ  any  printer 
he  thought  fit  to  print  or  engrave  for  him  a  label  which 
should  be  an  exact  counterpart  of  that  which  was  used  by 
the  Plaintiff,  for  there  is  no  copyright  in  it    All  that  the 
law  restrains  a  person  from  doing,  is  selling  the  article 
which  is  not  the  manufacture  of  the  Plaintiff  with  the 
Plaintiff's  label  upon  it;  but  if  it  be  the  article  which  has 
been  manufsu^tured  by  the  Plaintiff,  it  can  be  no  ground  of 
complaint  by  the  Plaintiff  that  the  person  sells  it  with 
something  upon  it  to  represent  his  trade  mark,  though  it  is 
not  a  genuine  trade  mark.''  The  question  is,  whether,  look- 
ing to  these  passages  in  the  Lord  Chancellor's  judgment,  I 
should  not  add  to  the  injunction  I  propose  to  grant,  a  direc- 
tion ''  that  the  Defendant  shall  be  at  liberty  to  make  any 
application  he  may  be  advised  in  respect  of  labels  required 
to  be  placed  upon  bottles  containing  Eau-de-Cologne  of  the 
Plaintiff  8  manufacture."    I  should  only  do  so  out  of  de- 
ference to  the  observations  of  the  Lord  Chanoellor. 

Kr.  Danid,  Q.  C,  submitted  that  such  a  direction  would 
be  considered  as  casting  a  doubt  on  the  law.  The  Lord 
Chancellor's  observations  were  only  intended  as  explana- 
tory of  the  reasons  which  led  him  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  question  ought  to  be  tried,  whether,  in  this  par- 
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1858.       ticular  case,  there  might  not  be  alegitiinate  ufier;  they  could 
yj^iMx      liot  have  been  intended  to  lay  it  down  as  a  pioposition  of 
SiLYuuLOGK.  J*^  ^'^^^  w^y  P®"^"^ 'JM^y  imitate  a  trade  mark. 

Jffdgmmu.  rj^  Vicb-Chancellob.— Perhaps  it  will  be  better  to  let 
the  injunction  go  in  its  original  form  and  without  any  such 
direction  as  I  proposed  to  add  I  should  only  have  added 
9uch  direction  out  of  deference  to  the  higher  authority  of  the 
Iiord  Qiancellor,  But^  upon  consideration,  I  think  that^  in 
the  observations  I  cited  of  Lord  Oramvarth,  the  Court  was 
not  pronouncing  a  judgment  on  what  was  to  be  done  under 
circumstances  like  the  present,  but  was  giving  a  reason  for 
directing  the  question  to  stand  over  until  after  the  trial 


Mmmie  of 

Order, 


Obdeb  in  «ime  terms  as  decree  of  February,  1858.  Defenduit  to 
pay  all  the  costs  of  the  action  at  Jaw,  and  the  costs  of  this  suit,  ezda- 
sive  of  Plaintiff's  costs  of  the  appeal. 


JammrjfiSmd 
426A(a). 

Conirae^-^ 

Author  tmd 

PMitker-^ 

PatrtmerMkip — 

SUrtot^fpe—' 
**  Thomandt'' 
^^CcpjfrigkL 


READE  V.  BENTLEY. 

JljT  a  memorandum  of  agreement^  made  in  November,  1858; 
between  the  Plaintiff  of  the  one  part,  and  the  Defendant  of 
the  other  part^  it  was  agreed,  that  the  Defendant  should 
publish,  at  his  own  expense  and  risk,  a  work  intitled  "  Peg 
Woffington/'  of  which  the  Plaintiff  was  the  author;  and 

Agreement  between  the  author  of  a  work  and  a  pnbliiher,  hy  which  the  pabliaher  agreed  to 
pnbliflh  the  work  at  hie  own  expenee  and  risk,  and  after  dedooting  all  chaiges  and  ezpeneei,  lad 
a  per-oentage  on  the  groes  amount  of  the  sale  for  commiBaion  and  risk  of  bad  debts,  the  profiti  n- 
maining  of  every  edition  that  ehonld  be  printed  of  the  work  were  to  be  equally  dmded  betweco 
the  an^or  and  publiiher — Held,  to  create  a  joint  adventure  between  the  parties,  which  tbe 
author  was  at  liberty  to  terminate  upon  notice  to  his  publisher  after  the  publication  of  a  gifoi 
edition,  it  appearing  that,  at  the  date  of  such  notice,  no  fresh  expense  had  been  incurred  by  tbe 
publisher  in  printing,  advertisements,  or  otherwise,  since  the  publication  of  that  edition. 

Hdd^  also,  that  the  circumstance  of  the  pubUsher  having  stereotyped  the  work  previouily 
to  the  publication  of  the  last  published  edition,  did  not  affect  the  right  of  the  author  to  tonai- 
nate  the  agreement  as  above. 

On  the  meaning  of  the  word  **  edition,'*  as  iq>plied  to  oases  where  a  work  is  stereotyped  sad 
printed  ia  "  thousiiDdB.** 

(a)  Report  delayed  for  want  of  papers. 
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after  deducting  from  the  produce  of  the  sale  thereof  the 
chaiges  for  printing,  paper,  advertiaements,  embellishments 
Qi  any),  ^^d  other  incidental  expenses,  including  the  allow- 
ance of  ten  per  centum  on  the  gross  amount  of  the  sale  for 
commission  and  risk  of  bad  debts,  the  profits  remaining  of 
every  edition  that  should  be  printed  of  the  work  were  to 
be  divided  into  two  equal  parts,  one  moiety  to  be  paid 
to  the  Plaintifl^  and  the  other  moiety  to  belong  to  the 
i)efeQdant(a). 

In  Jun^  1853,  the  same  parties  entered  into  a  similar 
agreement  relative  to  the  publication  of  another  work, 
intitled  **  Christie  Johnstone,"  of  which  the  Plaintiff  was 
abo  the  author ;  and  they  signed  for  that  purpose  a  memo- 
taadum  of  agreement^  which,  except  as  to  the  date  and  the 
titie  of  the  work,  was  in  the  same  words  as  the  former. 

On  the  20ih  of  February,  1857,  the  FIainti£^  finding  that 
the  Defendant  had  advertised  the  publication  of  a  second 
edition  of  **  Peg  Woffington,*'  filed  his  bill  for  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  publication  of  the  advertised  edition  of  that 
work,  and  obtained  an  interim  injunction,  which,  on  the 
5ih  of  March,  1857,  he  moved  to  continua  But,  inasmuch 
ss  it  appeared  that  the  interim  injunction  had  been  ob- 
tained a^dnst  the  Defendant  after  he  had  incurred  the 
expense  of  putting  the  new  edition  in  type,  and  issuing  ad- 
veniaements,  the  Vice-Chancellor  held,  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
not  in  a  position,  so  fiur  as  r^arded  that  edition,  to  ask  the 
Court  to  interfera  Accordingly,  the  interim  order  was 
discharged  with  costs  (6),  and  eventually  the  Plaintiff  had 
his  bill  dismissed. 


(aj  The  renuunder  of  the  agree-  tween  the  same  parties,  3  K.  &  J. 

meat,  which  the  Court  treated  as  271. 

immaterial  for  the  purpose  of  the         ifi)  See  the  report  of  these  pro- 

piesent  question,  will  be  foimd  in  ceedhigs,  3  K.  &  J.  27S-280. 
the  report  of  the  former  suit  be- 
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1858.  On  the  6ih  of  October,  1857,  the  Defeodant  having 

then  published  two  editions  of  "  Peg  Woffington/'  and  four 
of  ''  Christie  Johnstone/'  and  intending  to  publish  new  and 
cheaper  editions  of  both  works,  notice  was  given  him  on  the 
part  of  the  Plaintiff  forbidding  him  to  publish  a  new 
edition  of  either  work,  and  insisting  that  all  his  control 
over  their  publication  had  ceased. 

The  Plaintiff  then  filed  a  fresh  bill,  praying  that  the 
joint  adventure  or  partnership  between  himself  and  the 
Defendant,  under  the  agreements,  might  be  dissolved,  and 
for  accounts  and  payment ;  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be 
declared  to  be  the  absolute  owner  or  proprietor  of  the  copy- 
rights ;  that  the  agreements  might  be  delivered  up  to  be 
cancelled,  and  that  the  Defendant  might  be  restrained  from 
printing  or  publishing  any  reprint  or  new  edition  of  eiihei 
work,  without  the  Plaintiff's  written  sanction. 

It  appeared  that  the  Defendant  had  stereotyped  one  of 
the  works;  but  that  up  to  the  5th  of  October,  1857,  the  date 
of  the  Plaintiff's  notice,  no  new  expense  had  been  incurred 
by  the  Defendant,  either  in  printing,  advertisements,  or 
otherwise,  as  regards  "Peg  Woffington''  since  the  publica- 
tion of  the  second  edition,  or  as  regards  "  Christie  John- 
stone""  since  the  publication  of  the  fourth  edition. 


Arffummt,  Mr.  Eeodc  (the  Plaintiff),  who  aigued  his  cause  in  V^' 
son,  contended  that  he  was  at  liberty  to  terminate  both 
agreements  as  fiom  the  6ih  of  October,  1857— the  date  of 
his  notice. 

The  effect  of  the  agreements  was  neither  to  assign  his 
copyright:  Stevens  v.  Benning{a),  Reads  v.  Bentleyib)*  ^^ 

(a)  1  K.  &  J.  168;  S.  C,  affirmed  on  appeal,  6  D.  M.  G-^- 
(6)  3  K.  &  J.  271. 
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to  create  a  partnership.    It  resulted  in  a  simple  agency,        1858. 
which  the  author  could  then  determine  at  pleasura 


Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  WhUbready  for  the  Defendant, 
did  not  contend  that  either  agreement  amoimted  to  a  sale       *v«***«^* 
of  the  copyright ;  but  insisted,  that^  in  each  case,  the  Plain- 
tiff had  granted  to  the  Defendant  an  irrevocable  license  to 
print  and  publish. 

The  Vicb-Chancellob.— Is  it  not  rather  a  joint  ad- 
venture ? 

Mr.  James. — ^If  so,  it  is  one  which  could  only  be  deter- 
mined by  mutual  consent  In  any  case,  the  Defendant  has 
obtained  for  valuable  consideration  a  license,  without  limit- 
ation as  to  time  or  as  to  the  number  of  copieSy  to  print 
and  publish  the  works  in  question ;  that  license  the  Plaintiff 
could  not  revoke.  The  agreement  reserves  no  power  of 
revocation ;  and  if  such  a  power  is  to  be  implied,  when  was 
it  to  commence  ?  If  after  the  publication  of  the  second  or 
fourth  edition,  why  not  after  the  publication  of  the  first? 
And  if  then,  the  publisher  may  lose  all  his  outlay. 

The  Vicb-Chanceijx)B. — Clearly  he  has  no  right  to 
interfere  with  respect  to  any  particular  edition  as  to  which 
you  may  have  incurred  expense  before  he  took  steps  to 
determine  the  agreement  But  has  he  not  that  right  as 
to  all  other  editions  ? 

Mr.  James. — But  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  term 
"edition?"  When  a  work  is  once  stereotyped  the  publica- 
tion is  in  ''  thousands,'^  and  the  technical  term  edition  is  no 
longer  applicable.  If  the  Plaintiff  cannot  show  from  the 
Agreement  the  precise  time  at  which  his  right  to  determine 
it  is  to  commence,  it  can  only  be  determined  by  mutual 
consent 
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16S8.  Hie  YicMThahcbllob. — ^The  agieemeatit  does  not  bmd 

the  Defendant  to  publish  more  that  one  edition ;  bot^  if 
your  ccmstniction  is  conect^  it  does  hind  the  FlaintiC 
Aooording  to  the  doctrine  in  Sweet  v.  Gater(a)  it  binds  the 
Plaintiff  to  abstain  from  publishing  through  any  other 
diannel  until  you  abandon  the  contrad  That  does  not 
seem  an  equitable  position. 

Mr.  Jbmea. — I  do  not  deny  that  there  axe  eqnitalde 
inddenta^  but  those  the  Court  will  adjust 

Mr.  Reade,  in  reply,  contended,  that  an  irrevocable 
license  to  print  wa^  in  effect^  a  grant  of  the  copyright 
Bemdes,  the  author  would  be  ruined.  The  Court  had  held, 
upon  the  fonner  occaaon(&),  that  the  Defendant  was  the 
person  to  fix  the  price ;  and  if  so,  he  might  so  adjust  it^  bj 
cheap  prices,  as  to  preserve  his  commission  of  ten  per  cent 
intact^  but  to  leave  nothing  for  the  author. 

[Further  arguments  on  both  sides  are  noticed  in  the 
judgment] 

Judgment  reserved. 


Jam.9Bik       ViCB-CHAHCKLLOB  SIB  W.  PAGB  WoOD  : — 

Hie  Plaintiff  is  the  author  of  two  works,  called  "Teg 
Wo£Sngton ''  and  "*  Christie  Johnstone,"  for  the  publication 
of  which  he  entered  into  certain  agreements  with  the 
Defendant  Two  editions  of  the  former  work  and  fonr 
of  the  latter  having  been  published  by  the  Defendant^ 
and  no  fresh  expenditure  having  been  incurred  by  him 
since  the  publication  of  those  editions^  the  Plaintiff  dahns 
a  right  to  terminate  the  joint  adventure  between  them,  ana 
to  prevent  the  Defendant  from  publishing  any  ftriher 
edition  of  either  work. 

(a)  11  Sim.  572.  (6)  3  K.  &  J.  271. 
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Many  questions  were  discussed  in  aigument^  but  the  only        1858. 
question  I  have  to  determine  is,  what  is  the  effect  of  the 
agreements  which  have  been  entered  into  between  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant  with  reference  to  the  Plaintiff's 
worka 

The  memoranda  of  agreement  are,  mutatis  mutandis^ 
in  the  same  words.  That  set  out  in  the  bill  relates  to 
**Veg  Woffington."  It  is  very  short ;  but,  as  I  observed 
upon  the  occasion  of  the  former  suit^  it  is  so  worded  as  to 
make  it  very  difficult  to  determine  with  certainty  what 
was  the  intention  of  the  parties  at  the  time  when  it  was 
concluded. 

[His  Honour  read  the  argreement  of  November,  1852.] 

Agreements  between  authors  and  publishers  assume  a 
variety  of  forms.  Some  are  so  dear  and  explicit  that  no 
doubt  can  arise  upon  them.  Thus,  where  an  author  assigns 
his  copyright,  the  transaction  is  one  which  every  person 
understands,  and  which  leaves  no  room  for  uncertainty  as  to 
the  rights  of  the  partiea  Again,  where,  as  in  Sweet  v.  Co- 
t^(a),  the  author  assigns  a  particular  edition,  the  rights  of 
himself  and  the  publisher  are  equally  dear;  and — although 
in  that  case  the  point  did  not  require  determination — ^the 
Gonrt  observed,  and  justly  observed,  that^  where  an  author 
has  8old  an  edition  of  a  given  ntunber  of  copies  to  one 
publisher,  he  is  not  at  liberty,  before  they  are  sold,  to  pub- 
lish the  same  work  himself  or  through  another  publisher, 
in  Buch  a  manner  as  to  compete  with  the  edition  he  has 
sold,  but  is  bound  to  afford  to  the  purchaser  a  full  oppor*- 
tunity  of  realising  the  benefit  of  his  contract 

The  case  now  before  me,  like  that  of  Stevens  v.  Bev^ 

{a)  11  Sim.  572. 


Judgmad, 


662  CASES  IK  CHANCERY. 

1858.  ning(a),  is  of  an  intennediate  deecriptioDL  Here,  as  there; 
ihe  author  does  not  sell  or  purport  to  sell  any  iniereBb 
whatever  in  the  copyright  It  was  contended^  and  very 
strongly,  in  Stevens  v.  Benning,  that  the  author  had  done 
so ;  but  I  held  that  he  had  not^  and  my  view  was  affirmed 
by  the  Lords  Justices.  Here  also,  as  there,  the  publisher  was 
to  publish  at  his  own  risk.  Nevertheless,  in  Stevens  v.  Benr 
nmg,  the  agreement  contained  other  provisions,  consider- 
ably more  definite  than  any  in  this  casa  .  It  pointed  to  a 
series  of  editions  to  be  published  for  the  author  by  the  same 
publisher,  as  to  every  one  of  which  the  author  hisudf 
stipulated,  as  part  of  the  contract,  that  he  would  assist  in 
the  publication.  Here  the  agreement  is  simply,  that  the 
publisher  shall  publish  the  work  at  his  own  expense  and 
risk,  and,  after  deducting  all  the  expenses  specified  in  the 
memorandum,  and  an  allowance  of  102.  per  cent,  the 
})rofit8  remaining  of  every  edition  that  shall  be  printed  of 
the  work  are  to  be  divided  into  two  equM  partem  one  of 
which  is  to  be  paid  to  the  author  and  the  other  to  the 
publisher. 

It  has  been  contended  by  the  FlaintifiP,  that  the  case  is 
one  of  simple  agency ;  that^  by  the  effect  of  the  agreement, 
the  Defendant  became  a  mere  agent  of  the  Plaintiff.  But 
it  is  clear  that  he  became  more  than  that  A  mere  agent 
may  be  paid,  as  the  Defendant  was  to  be  paid,  by  a  share  of 
the  profits ;  but  a  mere  agent  never  embarks  in  the  risk  of 
the  undertaking ;  and  here  the  Defendant  took  upon  himself 
the  whole  expense  and  risk  of  bringing  out  the  work. 
Clearly,  therefore,  the  case  is  something  more  than  one  of 
simple  agency. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended  for  the  Defendant, 
that,  if  the  effect  of  the  agreement  was  not  an  assignment 

(a)  1  K.  &  J.  168;  S,  CU  6  D.  M.  G.  223. 
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of  the  copyright  (which  it  is  now  clearly  decided  that  it        1858 
could  not  be),  it  resulted  in  a  joint  adventure,  in  which  the 
Defendant  was  to  have  a  license  to  publish  the  work ;  and 
thaty  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  and  by  the  terms  of  the 
agreement,  that  license  was  irrevocable. 

In  Stevens  v.  BewnAng  I  considered  the  agreement  must 
be  regarded  as  creating,  to  a  certain  extent,  a  joint  adventure; 
and  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  adopted  the  same  view. 
He  8ays»  it  must  be  observed,  that  such  interest,  if  any,  in 
the  copyright  of  the  author's  work  as  the  other  parties  to  the 
agreement  acquired  under  it,  they  acquired,  not  exclusively 
of  the  author  "  but  by  way  of  joint  adventure  with  him,  or 
of  parioership  with  him,  in  respect  and  for  the  objects  of 
which  he  undertook  the  fulfilment  by  himself  personally  of 
certain  duties  to  them,  and  they  undertook  the  fulfilment 
by  themselves  personally  of  certain  duties  to  him'"  (a). 

Community  of  risk  did  not  appear  to  me  to  be  by  our 
law,  any  more  than  it  was  by  the  civil  law,  essential  to 
constitute  a  partnership;  one  partner  being  at  Uberty  to 
contract  with  another  that  he  will  take  all  the  losses  of  the 
concern  upon  himself. 

Lord  Justice  Turner  looked  upon  the  agreement  in 
Stevevs  v.  Benning  in  the  double  light  of  a  license  and  a 
partnership,  speaking,  however,  less  decidedly  as  to  its  bemg 
a  partnership.  He  says,  "  Next,  if  there  was  a  partnership, 
then,  if  the  agreement  does  not  affect  the  copyright,  the 
partnership  was  not  in  the  copyright,  but  in  the  copies 
printed  under  the  license  contained  in  the  agreement'' (6) ; 
^viewing  it^  therefore,  as  a  license  for  the  publicatioli  of  the 
work,  and  then  a  joint  adventure  between  the  author  and 
publisher  in  the  copies  so  to  be  published.     If  that  were 

(a)  6  D.  M.  6.  229.  (b)  Id.  231. 
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1858.       the  effiBCt  of  the  agreement  in  the  present  case,  the  qaestion 
would  still  remain,  whether  the  license  be  irrevocable. 

In  the  former  suit  between  these  parties  (a),  the  Plaintiff 
claimed  a  right  to  prevent  the  publication  of  an  editicm 
with  respect  to  which  the  Defendant  had  been  allowed  to 
incur  various  expenses  before  the  Fhuniiff  had  taken  any 
step  to  determine  the  joint  adventure  between  them.    In 
the  present  suit  his  claim  is  wholly  different    He  does  not 
attempt  to  interfere  with  the  publication  of  an  edition 
which  the  Defendant  had  commenced,  and  incurred  expense 
in  preparing  Sox  publication,  before  he  exercised  the  optioB 
of  determining  the  agreement    His  claim  is  limited  to 
editions  about  which  no  such  expense  had  been  incurred  by 
the  Defendant ;  and  his  argument  is^  that^  unless  he  has  a 
right  to  determine  the  agreement  as  to  all  vuch  editioD8»  the 
consequence  will  be,  that^  during  the  whole  of  the  Defen- 
dant's life,  he  may  be  under  an  obligation  to  the  Defendant* 
while  the  Defendant  will  be  under  no  reciprocal  obhgatbn 
to  him.    It  is  true,  thaty  according  to  Stevens  v.  Benning, 
a  license  like  the  present  would,  I  apprehend,  be  restricted 
to  the  Defendant  personally,  and  woidd  not  extend  to  his 
executors,  or  to  any  future  partner  or  assignee ;  but  if  the 
Defendant's  construction  be  correct,  it  follows,  that^  so  long 
as  he  lives  and  is  wiUing  to  continue  puUishing  fresh 
editions  of  the  work,  so  long,  according  to  the  doctrine  in 
Sweet  V.  Cater,  the  Plaintiff  will  be  precluded  from  assert- 
ing a  right  to  publish  any  competing  edition^    The  Defen- 
dant could  compd  the  Plaintiff  to  abstain  from  publidbing 
a  single  copy  of  the  work,  so  long  as  he  expressed  his 
readiness  to  continue  publishing.    But  the  Plaintiff  has  no 
reciprocal  power.    He  could  never  compel  the  Defendant 
to  publish  more  than  a  single  edition  of  the  worL    His 
powers  are  limited  to  what  the  contract  gives  him;  and, 

(a)  Reade  ▼.  Sentley,  3  K.  &  J.  271. 
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SGOOiding  to  the  contract^  when  the  Defendant  has  pub-        1858. 
lished  a  single  edition  the  contract  on  his  part  is  fulfilled      ^^^um^ 
That  if^  a  position  of  considerable  hardship  for  an  author,      bb„^t 
and  one  which  ought  to  be  clearly  shown,  upon  the  face  of 
a  contract^  to  have  been  contemplated  by  the  parties  who 
ODtered  into  it 

Besides,  the  Plaintiff  might  be  placed  in  a  position  of 
still  greater  hardship,  if  the  Defendant's  construction  be 
correct  In  the  former  suit  between  the  parties,  in 
reference  to  this  agreement,  I  hdd,  that,  although  the 
agreement  is  edlent  on  the  subject,  yet  inasmuch  as  the  De- 
fendant was  to  bear  the  risk  of  the  publication,  he  was  the 
proper  person  to  fix  the  price ;  and,  by  parity  of  reasoning, 
he  would  be  the  proper  person  to  fix  the  time  and  mode  of 
publication ;  and,'  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion  on  that 
subject^  it  naight  well  happen  that  the  Defendant,  acting 
perfectly  bonft  fide  and  upon  an  honest  conviction  that 
drcomstances  were  im£Eivourable  for  the  publication  of 
a  further  edition,  would  decline  indefinitely  to  publish,  but 
^thout  resigning  his  contract  The  author,  at  the  same 
time,  might  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  and  yet  for  months  or 
even  years  he  might  be  kept  in  suspense,  and  prevented 
from  pubUshing  on  his  own  account  until  his  publisher 
fihould  be  of  opinion  that  the  time  had  come  for  the 
revival  of  the  pubUo  interest  in  the  work.  That  is  a 
position  of  difficulty  and  hardship  to  which  an  author  ought 
not  to  be  reduced,  unless  the  contract  is  express  and  clear 
upon  the  subject 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  very  ably  urged  by  the 
Drfendant's  counsel,  that,  if  the  Plaintiff  has  the  right  of 
determining  the  agreement,  he  is  bound  to  show  from  the 
contract  at  what  precise  time  that  right  commencea  If  he 
can  arrest  the  publication  of  a  third,  fourth,  or  fifth  edition, 
the  same  argument,  it  was  said,  must  apply  to  the  second ; 

VOL.  IV.  XX 
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1 858.  and  if  the  Plainti£F  cannot  fix  upon  some  particular  time  aft 
^^^][^  which,  aooording  to  the  contract^  his  right  is  to  oommeaoe, 
the  inference  must  be,  that  the  agreement  is  only  deter- 
minable by  a  joint  resolution  of  both  parties.  As  regards 
a  second  edition  this  argument  is  particularly  fordUe^ 
although  possibly  it  might  apply  to  others.  The  publuher 
may  urge  that  he  has  given  the  benefit  of  his  talents  and 
position  as  a  publisher ;  that  he  has  invested  his  capital, 
sparing  no  expense,  in  bringing  out  the  first  edition,  in 
the  expectation  of  being  recouped  the  cost  of  the  first 
by  the  sale  of  the  second  and  subsequent  editicms;  that 
as  to  one  of  the  works  in  question  he  has  even  gone  so  &r 
as  to  have  it  stereotyped  with  that  view ;  and  that,  to  hdd 
the  author  entitled  at  his  own  instance  to  detennine  an 
agreement  like  the  present,  when  the  first  edition  has  bees 
published,  would  be  to  enable  him,  by  an  arbitraiy  and  un- 
reasonable exercise  of  that  power,  to  deprive  the  publisher 
of  all  his  profits. 

This  consideration  makes  it  necessary  to  inquire^  ^irfiether, 
upon  the  &ce  of  the  agreements,  any  definite  tune  can  be 
reasonably  said  to  be  pointed  out  for  the  determination  of 
the  joint  adventures  in  question ;  or  whether  the  terms  of 
the  agreements  are  such  as  necessarily  to  hold  the  flaintiff 
bound  for  an  indefinite  series  of  editions,  and  thus  to  sub- 
ject him  to  the  disadvantages  to  which  I  have  referred. 

Now,  on  carefully  reading  through  each  agreement^  it 
appears  to  me,  that,  at  all  events,  certain  definite  times  aie 
distinctly  pointed  out  for  the  adjustment  of  the  accounts, 
and  that  those  times  are  the  successive  periods  when  the 
various  receipts  and  payments  on  account  of  the  saccessKTe 
editions  have  been  ascertained. 

It  was  said,  that  the  Court  must  first  ascertain  the 
meaning  of  the  term  ''edition;''  that,  when  a  woik  has 
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once  been  Btereotyped,  the  term  "  edition  \  is  no  longer 
applicable;  that  when  a  work  is  published  in  what  are 
called  "thonaandfl^"  twenty  thousand  or  thirty  thousand 
being  circulated,  each  thousand  could  not  properly  be  called 
an  ^  editioa"  Now  I  apprehend,  that^  not  merely  in  point 
of  etymology,  but  having  r^[ard  to  what  actually  takes 
place  in  the  publication  of  any  work,  an  "  edition "  of  a 
work  is  the  putting  of  it  forth  before  the  public,  and  if  this 
be  done  in  batches  at  successive  period^  each  successive 
batch  is  a  new  edition;  and  the  question  wheth^  the 
individual  copies  have  been  printed  by  means  of  moveable 
type  or  by  stereotype*  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  material. 
If  moveable  type  is  used,  the  type  having  been  broken  up^ 
the  new  edition  is  prepared  by  setting  up  the  type  afresh, 
printing  afresh,  advertising  afresh,  and  repeating  all  Uie 
other  necessary  steps  to  obtain  a  new  circulation  of  the 
work  In  that  case  the  contempbted  break  between  the 
two  editions  is  more  complete,  because,  until  the  type  is 
again  set  up,  nothing  further  can  be  done.  But  I  appre- 
hend it  makes  no  substantial  diflbrence,  as  regards  the 
meaning  of  the  term  "edition,"  whether  the  new  '"thousand" 
hare  been  printed  by  a  re-setting  of  moveable  type,  or  by 
stereotype,  or  whether  they  have  been  printed  at  the  same 
time  with  the  former  thousand,  or  subsequently.  A  new 
<<  edition  *'  is  published  whenever,  having  in  his  store-house 
a  certain  number  of  copies,  the  publisher  issues  a  fresh 
batchof  them  to  the  public.  This,  according  to  the  practice 
of  the  trade,  is  done,  as  is  well  known,  periodically.  And 
i(  after  printing  S0,000  copies,  a  publisher  should  think  it 
expedient^  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  up  the  price  of  the 
work,  to  issue  them  in  batches  of  a  thousand  at  a  time, 
keeping  the  rest  imder  lock  and  key,  each  successive  issue 
would  be  a  new  ''edition '*  in  every  sense  of  the  word. 


1S5S. 
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The  persons  who  framed  this  agreement  appear  to  have 
understood  the  word  in  this  sensa   The  agreement  provides 
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1858.  that^  ''after  dedactmg  from  the  produce  of  the  sale  the 
chaiges  for  printing,  paper,  advertising,  embellishments  (rl 
any),  and  other  incidental  expenses,  the  profits  remaining 
of  every  edition  that  shaU  be  printed  of  the  work''  shall 
''*^*''*^'  be  divided  as  specified  It  uses  the  word  "edition*  to 
designate  that  periodical  issuer  which  is  capable  of  bdiig 
made  the  subject  of  a  separate  account  of  profit  and  Iosbl 

Such  then  being  the  meaning  of  the  word  ^  edition,"  tke 
agreement  provides,  that,  so  soon  as  all  the  chaiges  aad 
expenses,  and  all  the  receipts  in  respect  of  each  edition, 
shall  have  been  ascertained,  the  accounts  shall  be  taken, 
and  the  profits  divided.  That  is  the  period  distinctly 
pointed  out  by  the  agreement  for  the  adjustment  of  the 
accounts. 

It  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  hold,  that^  because  these 
periods  are  pointed  out  for  the  adjustment  of  the  aooounts^ 
the  loss  on  one  edition  might  not  be  set  off  against  the 
profits  on  another.     Nor  is  it  necessary  to  hold  that        , 
accounts  might  not  be  made  out^  as  they  are  said  to  have         I 
been  in  £act  made  out^  yearly.    It  might  take  some  years  to        ' 
circulate  any  one  edition,  and  during  that  period  accounts 
would  of  course  be  properly  made  out  in  respect  of  copies 
already  in  circulation. 

If  then  it  is  open  to  the  Plaintiff  to  say  that  certain 
definite  times  are  distinctly  pointed  out,  upon  the  bee  of 
the  agreement  in  question,  for  the  adjustment  of  the  ac- 
counts, it  appears  to  me,  upon  the  balance  of  the  difficol- 
ties  in  the  way  of  each  construction,  that  the  difficulty 
of  deciding  against  the  author's  construction,  and  holding 
that  he  has  parted  to  so  great  an  extent  with  his  copy- 
right, preponderates.  It  cannot  be  contended,  that  the 
agreement  on  his  part  is  like  a  grants  in  which  the  onus 
is  upon  the  grantor  of  showing  that  he  has  not  parted 
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with  all  which  the  grant  appears  to  oomprisa    The  onus        i858. 

here  is  with  the  party  who  contends  that  this  agreement 

amounts  to  a  license,  which,  upon  the  face  of  it,  it  does  not 

It  certainly  is  not  an  assignment  of  the  copyright     It  does 

not  appear  to  me  to  create  more  than  a  joint  adventure ;       •♦■••^ 

and  if  license  there  be  at  all,  it  is  only  a  license  so  &r  as 

may  be  necessary  for  carrying  out  that  joint  adventure^  and 

an  implied  license  for  that  purpose.    That  being  so,  the 

onus  is  upon  the  Defendant,  of  showing  that  the  contrary 

construction  is  necessary;  and  that  not  being  shown,  a  con- 

stniction  which  would  leave  the  author  &st  bound,  and  the 

publisher  entirely  free,  after  the  publication  of  one  edition, 

is  not  a  reasonable  construction  to  adopt  in  considering 

the  effect  of  an  agreement  of  this  character. 

In  the  present  case,  no  new  expense  has  been  incurred 
by  the  Defendant  either  in  printing,  advertising,  or  other- 
wise, as  regards  "Peg  Woffington,"  since  the  publication 
of  the  second  edition,  and,  as  regards  "  Christie  Johnstone/' 
since  the  publication  of  the  fourth  edition;  and  that  being, 
as  I  have  already  intimated,  the  true  test  in  construing  the 
agreement^  it  appears  to  me,  that^  when  those  editions  were 
published,  the  period  had  arrived,  at  which  the  parties  in- 
tended a  division  of  profits  to  take  place,  and  at  which  the 
Plaintiff  became  entitled  to  terminate  his  agreement  with 
the  Defendant 

This  is  the  only  conclusion  at  which  I  can  arrive,  after 
a  very  careful  consideration  of  the  oontract&  But  it  is  much 
to  be  regretted  that  contracts  should  be  framed  with  such 
xmcertainty,  when  it  would  have  been  so  easy  to  make 
them  certain.  Up  to  the  hearing  I  shall  certainly  give  no 
costs,  because  I  think  each  party  equally  in  fault  for 
having  entered  into  agreementa  which  it  is  so  difficult  to 
construe. 
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It  will  not  be  necessary  to  order  an  injunction— a  declar- 
ation will  be  sufficient. 


PacLABB,  that  the  Plaintiff  b  at  liberty  to  determine  the  agiee- 
ment  of  Noyember,  1852,  with  respect  to  the  publicatum  of  **Feg 
Woffington,**  and  the  agreement  of  Jnne,  1853,  in  respect  of  the  pab- 
Ucation  of  **  Christie  Johnstone,**  as  from  the  5th  of  October,  1857,the 
date  of  his  notice;  and  that  the  Defendant  is  not  entitled,  onderthe 
said  agreements  respectiyely,  to  publish  any  farther  edition  of  the  said 
works.  Order  accounts  (if  necessary) ;  and  declare  that  the  Plaintiff 
is  not  to  be  at  liberty  in  any  way  to  faiterfere  with  the  sale  of  tbe 
several  ct^es  of  the  said  works  respecttvely  paUidied  bj  the  Be 
fendant  prior  to  the  5th  of  October,  1857.  Reserve  farther  considen- 
tions.  Liberty  for  both  parties  to  apply.  No  costs  up  to  the  bearing. 


March  24th, 


RedvK^tuM 

cfaynmr— Cffrtf. 

In  inits  for  re- 
demption, to 
entiUe  a  De- 
fendant, who 
hasneyer 
claimed  an  in- 
terest, to  his 
costs,  he  is 
not  bonnd  to 
show  that  he 
has  disdatmed, 
or  given  notice 
to  that  effect, 
before  he  was 
made  a  De- 
fendant to  the 
suit 


BELLAMY  v.  BRICKENDEN. 

The  biU  wag  filed  in  1856,  by  the  Flamtifl^  as  fint 
incumbranoer  of  the  real  estate  in  question  in  tlie  canse; 
against  one  Brickenden^  since  deceased,  as  fiisi  incum- 
brancer,  and  others,  praying  (inter  alia)  an  accoimt  of  wiiat 
was  due  to  Bridcendent  and  for  liberty  to  redeem  hm 

Brickendefn,  died  in  1857,  having  devised  all  ^^ 
vested  in  him  as  trustee  or  mortgagee  to  £oc&n0r  and  Aitf«n^ 

On  the  Srd  of  March,  1858,  tbe  soit  was  ordered  to  be 
revived  against  Lockner  and  Batten;  upon  which  LoA'M^ 
gave  notice  of  motion  that  the  order  of  the  Srd  of  1^ 


A  devisee  of  mortgage  estates,  in  a  suit  for  redemption,  disdahned  after  the  snit  W  beo 
reriyed  against  Idm,  denying  that  he  ever  had  or  churned  anj  intenet.*— BbU;  tfast  lit  vtf  ^ 
titled  to  costs,  notwithstanding  persons  who  had  acted  as  his  solicitors  m  other  id*'^?!?!^ 
mg  applied  to  by  Plaintiffs  before  he  was  made  a  Delendant,  to  know  whete  he  dnoi"^ 
an  interest,  had  neglected  to  return  any  answer  to  such  application. 

ThernIesIaiddownbi/\>n2T.jLor(IC%e«fer^(16BeaY«520),  as  to  costs  of  diidinDiiV 
Defendants  in  suits  for  foreclosure  or  redemption  approved. 
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might  be  altered  or  yoried,  by  striking  out  his  name  as  a 
necessary  party  to  the  snit^  and  by  inserting  a  recital  that 
he  had  disclaimed  all  trust  estates  yested  in  him  under  the 
devise;  and  in  support  of  this  notice  of  motion  he  filed  an 
affidayit,  denying  that  he  had  oyer  claimed  or  had  any 
estate^  &&,  in  the  property  in  qaestioiL 

It  appeared  by  affidavits  filed  on  behalf  of  the  FlaintijOP, 
tbat^  on  the  5th  of  November,  1857,  his  solicitors  had 
applied  to  a  firm  who  had  acted  as  solicitors  of  the 
Defendant  LockTur  in  other  matters,  to  know  whether 
he  would  represent  that  Defendant,  and  whether  he  would 
undertake  to  appear  for  him  to  the  order  of  revivor;  and 
that  the  said  firm  had  repeatedly  promised  to  send  him  an 
answer  to  this  application,  but  had  never  done  so. 


Mr.  E.  Webster  now  moved  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant 
Lochner,  and  asked  for  the  costs  of  the  motion,  citing  the 
rule  as  stated  obiter  by  Sir  J.  Romilly,  M.  R,  in  Ford  v. 
The  Ecud  of  Chesterfield^a),  and  Higgina  v.  FranJdeQ)). 

Mr.  Lambert  for  the  Plaintiff  did  not  deny  that  the 
disdaixner  was  sufficient;  but  contended,  that,  under  the 
ciicumstances,  the  Defendant  Lochner  was  not  entitled  to 
his  costs.  Not  only  had  he  n^lected  to  giye  the  Plaintiff 
notice  of  his  intention  to  disclaim,  but,  on  the  Plaintiff's 
solicitors  going  out  of  their  way  to  apply  to  his  solidtors, 
to  know  whether  he  dahned  any  interest^  the  latter  had 
neglected  to  return  any  answer  to  the  application. 


ArgmnenL 


VlCS^CHAircSLLOB  SiB  W.  Paob  Wood  (without  hearing     judgmmt. 
a  reply) :— 
In  this  case,  the  conduct  of  the  Defendant's  solicitors 
(a)  16  Bear.  sao.  (h)  30  Law  J.,  N.  8.,  Cb.,  16. 
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1858.  may  be  open  to  observation ;  but  I  cannot  upon  that  groimd 
deprive  the  Defendant  of  the  costs  to  which,  independoitly 
of  that  consideration,  he  is  clearly  entitled. 


•/Mf^SMMf* 


The  rule  as  to  costs  of  diflolaiTning  Defendants  in  suits 
for  redemption  or  foreclosure  is  veiy  clearly  stated  by  the 
Master  of  the  Bolls  in  F(/rd  Y.The  Ewd  of  ChedeTfidd; 
and  I  am  glad  to  find  a  reported  decision  which  meets  so 
folly  and  comprehensively  all  the  questions  likely  to  arise 
in  such  cases. 

It  is  quite  dear,  as  it  is  there  laid  down,  that  in  soitB  for 
foreclosure  or  redemption  of  mortgages,  where  a  Defendant^ 
after  the  filing  of  the  bill,  or  after  he  is  made  Defendant  to 
the  suit,  diRclainiB  in  such  a  manner  as  to  show  that  he 
never  had  and  never  claimed  an  interest^  he  is  entitled  to 
his  costs.  Even  where,  as  in  the  second  case  put  by  ihe 
Master  of  the  Bolls,  the  Defendant  has  an  interest^  bat 
shows  that,  before  he  was  made  a  Defendant  to  the  soit^  he 
disclaimed  or  offered  to  disclaim,  he  is  entitled  to  his  oosts; 
but  where  he  shows  that  he  never  had  and  never  daimed 
an  interest^  there  he  is  under  no  obligation  to  dischiim  or 
to  offer  to  diflclaim  before  he  is  made  a  Defendant  His 
disclaimer,  although  not  put  in  until  after  he  was  made  a 
Defendant  (assuming  that  he  has  done  no  act  inocmsisteDt 
with  it)  relates  back  to  the  date  at  which  the  estate  passed 
to  him,  and  operates  as  a  disclaimer  of  that  estate  ab  initio; 
and  to  entitle  him  to  the  costs  of  his  disclaimer,  he  ia  not 
boimd  to  show  that  he  has  disclaimed  or  given  notice  to 
that  effect  to  the  Plaintiff  before  he  was  made  a  Defiandant 
A  man  is  not  bound,  as  soon  as  he  hears  that  an  estate  has 
been  devised  to  him,  to  go  about  searching  out  every  person 
who  can  institute  a  suit  against  him,  and  giving  notioe  to 
all  such  persons  that  he  claims  no  interest 

Here  the  only  circumstance  to  be  noticed  is  the  oondoct 
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of  the  Defendant^  solicitors.      I  qmte  agiee  that  the        1S58. 
PlaintiS's  solicitoro  were  right  in  applying,  in  the  first      buHxt 
mstance,  to  the  persons  whom  they  believed  to  be  his  ^^   *•    ^ 
solicitors^  instead  of  applying  to  himself;  but^  after  apply- 
ing to  them  and  not  getting  a  reply,  the  obvious  course  was 
to  apply  to  the  Defendant  himselC    The  conduct  of  the 
DeC^dant's  solicitors  may  be  open  to  remark,  bat  that 
cannot  deprive  the  Defendant  of  the  costs  to  which  he  is 
otherwise  entitled. 


J^digmenL 


Is  RE  EARL'S  TRUST.  j«i^8oa. 

William  aiZJSPJ?,  by  his  will,inl828,  devised  his  ww-c«Kca 
residuary  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects  to  his  sons  ''^^^^S^L^T 
EdAoanrdy  Charles,  and  Jannee,  and  his  daughter  PriaciUa  ;  ^^^^l**^*^ 
and  he  appointed  his  son  John  Oriepe  and  Sdwa/rd  Sot-  t^  -^^^^ 
rington  esecutors  of  his  will.  A  oodioflap- 

pointing  a  new 
exeoutor— 
By  a  codicil,  in  1830,  he  revoked  the  devise  in  his  will  to  ^^  »  ^^ 

his  son  Edioard,  and  gave  the  property  by  his  will  devised  will,  and  to 

to  Edvxird,  to  his  sons  John,  Chmiea,  and  Jamea,  and  to  ^^the  effect 

his  daughter  PriaciUa;  and,  after  certain  other  directions,  ^^^^^^^ 

immaterial  to  the  question  now  before  the  Courts  he  con-      The  cases  on 

duded  this  codidl  as  follows:— "In  all  other  respects  I  do  ^^^"^ 

confirm  my  said  will,  and  declare  this  to  be  a  codicil 

thereto." 

In  1833  the  testator  made  a  second  codicil  of  that  date, 
as  follows : — "  This  is  a  second  codicil  to  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  me,  the  within-named  WiUiani  Criape,  I  do 
revoke  the  appointment  in  my  said  will  made  of  my  son 
John  as  executor  of  my  said  will,  and  do»  in  his  place  and 
8^^,  appoint  my  son  OhaHea  as  such  executor,  jointly 
with  my  other  executor  Eduxxrd  Norri/ngton." 
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1MB.  The  question  vrns,  whether  the  second  codicil  amounted 

jjf"^       to  a  republication  of  the  will,  so  as  to  give  to  the  kUer 
EablVTsust.  tii^  e£^  of  passing  real  estate  acquired  by  the  testator 
since  the  date  of  his  fixst  codidL 


ArgmimL  Mr.  O.  W.  OoUins,  for  the  Petitioner,  contended  tiiat  the 
second  codicil  amounted  to  a  republication  of  the  will,  bo  as 
to  pass  the  after-acquired  lands,  citing  H^nlme  v.  if ejh 
gate(a),  and  Ha/m/UUm  v.  CarrcUQ)). 

Mr.  Bobi/MOUy  for  the  Bespondents,  contended,  that  the 
after-acquired  lands  did  not  pass,  citing  2  Comyn's  Digest 
tit  ""  Devise,"  The  ComUiSS  of  Strcdhmore  v.  Bowesic), 
Monypmmy  v.  Briftowid)^  and  Doe  dem.  York  v. 
FaZ^(e).  Sbtode  y.  RueeMiJ)  showed  that  a  codicil 
which  concerned  only,  personal  legacies^  did  not  amount  to 
a  republication  of  the  will*  so  as  to  give  to  the  latter  the 
e£Fect  of  passing  aftex^^cquired  lands. 

Besides,  in  the  first  codicil  the  testator  had  oxpresaly 
republished  his  will ;  in  the  second  he  had  not. 

[PigM  V.  FotterCgr),  Hughes  v.  TwmerQi),  and  i«W<jf 
V.  W(jmgh(^^  were  also  cited.] 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 


jMdgmmL       ViCB-ChANCKLLOB  SiR  W.  PAGE  WOOD  :— 

The  cases  on  this  subject  divide  themselves  into  two 
dasses: — 


(a)  1  Mer.  W^ 
\h)  1  Irish  Equity  Be^  175. 
\e)  7  T.  B.  482. 
(<02Bnfl8.&My.  117,  194. 
(e)  12  Mee.  k  W.  091. 


(/)  fi  Vem.  625. 
(^)7Vcfcll8. 
(A)  3  My.  &  K.  666. 
(0  4  Jur.  572. 


CASES  m  CHANCERY.  675 

The  first  class,  of  which  Acherley  v.  Femon(a)  is  an        1858. 
example,  establish  that  a  codicil  duly  executed  shall  have        jj^  j^ 
the  effect  of  republishing  the  will,  so  as  to  pass  after-  Eabl^sTkott. 
acquired  lands,  unless  an  intention  to  the  contrary  appear      Judgment. 
by  the  codicil. 

The  second  class,  of  which  The  OomUeaa  of  Strcnthmore 
T.  BawesQ})  is  an  instance^  establish  that  where  an  inten- 
tion to  the  contrary  does  appear  by  the  codicil, — ^for  instance, 
where  the  ooc|}cil  is  in  effect  a  devise  of  the  identical  lands 
which  had  been  mentioned  in  the  will,  and  of  no  more,---^ 
there  lands  acquired  after  the  date  of  the  will  do  not  pass. 

With  tiiese  roles  all  the  cases  agree. 

The  only  decision  which  looks  somewhat  strongs  than 
the  rest  is  that  in  Monyjmvay  v.  Briitmoip).  There  the 
codicil  contained  a  recital  of  the  testator's  desire  that  his 
wife  might  enjoy  '*  the  whole  of  his  lands  "  for  her  life,  but 
the  devise  was  only  of  certain  lands  already  specified  in  the 
will  Hie  testator  recited  his  intention  to  give  his  wife  a 
life  estate  in  all  his  lands^  but,  in  carrying  out  that  inten- 
tion, he  restricted  the  gift  to  such  of  his  lends  as  he  had 
previously  mentioned  in  his  will  The  judgment  is,  unfor- 
tunately, very  short;  but  that  must  have  been  the  reason  of 
the  decision.  It  clearly  could  never  have  been  intended  to 
overrule  what  had  been  established  in  Acherley  y.  Vernon. 

This  codicil  is  expressed  to  be  a  second  codicil  to  the 
testator's  wiQ;  and  there  being  nothing  in  it  to  indicate  a 
contrary  intention,  its  effect  is  to  enlarge  the  operation  of 
the  will,  and  to  cause  the  will  to  pass  lands  acquired  since 
the  will  was  executed. 

(a)  Comyn's  Rep.  881 ;  S.  C,         (ft)  7  T.  R.  482. 
3  Bro.  P.  C.  107.  (c)  2  Russ.  k  My.  1 17. 
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J«^S3W#        THE  EUROPEAN  and  AUSTRALIAN  ROYAL 
MAIL  COMPANY  (Ldoted) 

V. 

THE  ROYAL  MAIL  STEAM  PACKET  OOMPAHY, 
iterAmtshv-  FrEYIOUSLY  to  JuIt,  1857,  the  Plaintiffi  adopted  a 

nitui  ^#*t.  ifl^A  * 

-47^  LB  vicL  contract  for  the  AushuLicm  Mail   Packet  service,  then 

*•  ^^^  If^  lately  entered  into  with  the  Oovenunent  by  another  com- 

Mortffoffee  to    pany ;  and  for  the  porpoee  of  carrying  ont  that  contract, 

Begitiered     they  provided  four  steam  vessels  and  made  aramgements 

oNe  ifU^utL  ^^^  providing  an  additional  nmnber, including  a  ship  called 

aS^.        fp]^  Tasmomian,  for  the  building  of  which  they  entered 

A  mortgagee     into  a  contract  with  certain  ship-builders  at  Cflaagow. 

of  a  ship  has 
power,  under 

^^o^r"        ^  J^y*  1857,  finding  their  vessels  and  capital  insofficieDt 
Merchant         fQj  the  fuIBlment  of  their  contract  with  the  Oovemm^t^ 

Shipping  Act, 

1854,  to  lue,     the  Plaintifft  opened  a  negotiation  with  the  Defendants  for 
tibe  ahip^       OH  amalgamation  of  the  Plaintiffi'  and  Defendants'  oom- 


Wherea 


panies;  but  as  this  object  could  not  be  effected  without  the 
mortgagee  authority  of  Parliament,  it  was  determined  to  apply  to  Fiu^ 
a  special  oon-    Uament  for  an  Act  for  that  and  other  purposea 

tract,  which 
did  not  coa- 

tempiate  a  nle      By  an  agreement^  dated  September,  1857,  entered  into 

py  hun  until  « 

two  months  between  the  Defendants  and  the  Plainti£b  in  anticipation 
after  a  demand  ^^  ^®  amalgamation  of  the  two  companies,  and  with  the 
^ew* u°^  Ae  ^®^  ^  ^^  being  in  the  meantime  worked  in  terms  of 
oonstmotion  of  the  amalgamation  approved  of  by  the  said  companies  re- 

and  especially 

haying  regard  to  the  circumstance  that  the  ship  would  otherwise  remain  useless  in  that  in- 

temd,  thttfc  he  was  at  liberty  to  use  the  ship. 

In  such  a  case,  the  drcnmstance  of  the  mortgagee  bemg  registered  as  absolute  owner  is  oo^ 
oondusiye  as  to  the  rights  of  the  parties. 

Further  obeeryations  as  to  the  power  of  the  Court,  under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  I854t 
to  recognise  equitable  rights  in  a  ship  as  distinguished  from  thoae  of  the  rogistered  owner. 
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speciively,  it  was  agreed  (inter  alia)  that  the  Defeadants 
should  undertake  the  fulfilment  of  the  FlaintiflGs'  contracts 
with  the  Government;  that  the  vessels  required  for  the 
service  should  he  furnished  by  the  Flaintiffii  to  the  extent 
of  the  then  existing  stock  of  veBseIs»  which  should  continue 
to  be  used  so  far  as  required  in  and  towards  performing  the 
service  between  Suez,  AuetraUa,  and  India;  that  the  De- 
fendants should  provide  the  stores  and  all  other  matters 
required  in  the  employment  of  the  ships,  and  should  re- 
ceive all  moneys  payable  for  freight^  passengers,  or  other- 
wise in  connection  with  the  service;  that  application 
should  be  made  to  Parliament  for  an  Act  to  enable  the  two 
companies  to  amalgamate;  and  that^  in  the  event  of  the 
fiulure  of  such  application,  the  now  stating  arrangement 
should  be  in  force  for  nine  months. 


1858« 


On  the  24th  of  December,  1867,  the  Defendants  having 
applied  to  the  FlaintiSi  for  security  for  the  amount  ex- 
pected to  become  dne,  in  consequence  of  the  agreement  of 
September,  in  the  event  of  the  proposed  amalgamation  not 
being  effected,  the  Flaintifb  executed  an  assignation  of  that 
date,  whereby  they  assigned  in  favour  of  the  Defendants  all 
their  right  and  interest  in  The  Taamcmicm,  then  still  in 
building  and  incomplete,  with  full  power  for  the  Defend- 
ants to  receive,  and,  if  necessary,  to  sue  for  delivery  of  that 
steamer,  and  to  receive,  and,  if  necessary,  to  sue  for  delivery 
of  the  builders'  certificate,  and  to  roister  themselves  as 
owners  thereof,  and  generally  to  do  everything  in  the  pre- 
nuses  which  the  Flaintifb  could  have  done  at  or  before  the 
granting  of  such  assignation. 


On  the  same  day  the  Flaintiffi  and  Defendants  executed 
a  memorandum  of  agreement,  of  even  date,  whereby,  after 
reciting  the  assignation,  it  was  declared  and  agreed  with 
reference  thereto  as  follows: — 1.  The  Flaintifib  bound 
themselves  to  complete  The  Tasmamdan  at  their  own  ex- 
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afnicnit&U* 


Ettl 
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peiuse.-*^2*  In  case  tlie  Defendanta  should  advance  any 
sum  or  Bums  of  monq^  to  complete  and  finish  the  said 
steamer,  which,  however,  they  should  be  in  no  ways  bound 
to  do,  such  advance  or  advances  should  form  a  prefeiaUe 
claim  on  the  said  steamer. — 8.  After  payment  of  sodi 
advance  or  advances,  if  any,  the  Defendants  agreed  to  hold 
the  steamer  on  security  of  certain  daims  therein  men- 
tioned, which  should  rank  pari  passu  (one  of  sudi  Ghims 
being  a  demand  of  the  Defendants). — 4t.  In  case  the  ad- 
vances, if  any,  mentioned  in  Article  2,  or  the  claims  men- 
tioned in  Article  S  should,  after  the  same  should  have 
become  payable,  remain  unpaid  for  two  months  after  a 
demand  for  payment  should  have  been  made  in  writing  on 
the  Plainti£b,  then  the  Defendants  should  be  entitled  to 
sell  the  said  steamer,  and  to  pay  the  said  advances  and 
claim  out  of  the  proceeds  thereof — 5.  The  Defendants 
agreed,  in  the  event  of  such  sale,  to  pay  or  account  to  the 
Plaintifb  for  the  balance  of  the  proceeds  thereof;  and  that^ 
in  case  of  the  said  advances  and  clsdms  being  satisfied  by 
the  Flamti&  before  a  sale  of  the  steamer,  the  DefeDdanis 
should,  at  the  expense  of  the  PlaintifiK  convey  ihe  sieamer 
to  them. 


A  bill  for  the  amalgamation  of  the  two  companies  was 
brought  into  Parliament  in  1868,  but  was  aliortly  aftei^ 
wards  abandoned.  The  Plaintifib  became  embanrassed,  and 
were  now  being  voluntarily  wound-up  under  the  Joint 
Stock  Companies  Winding-up  Aot^  1856. 


The  Defendants  took  possession  of  The  Taamomiati  and 
brought  her  to  SoviJum^pton,  where  they  caused  her  to  be 
registered  in  their  own  names  as  owners. 

The  bill  charged  that  the  Defendants  intended  to  send  the 
ship  on  their  own  service  to  Australia;  that  the  Plaintiffi 
were  desirous  of  redeeming  her,  or,  in  default^  of  having 
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her  sold  in  this  country ;  and  that,  if  sold  elBewhere,  a  great 
I08B  Yfovld  be  sustained  upon  her  sale,  and  if  sent  on  a 
voyage  her  value  would  be  greatly  deteriorated 

The  bill  prayed  an  account  of  what  was  due  to  the 
Defendants  under  the  assignation  and  memorandum  of 
agreement  of  December,  1867 ;  that  the  Flaintifib  might  be 
declared  entitled  to  redeem  TJie  Ttiamcmiom,  or  that  the 
ship  might  be  sold  under  the  direction  of  the  Court ;  that 
the  Defendants  might  be  restrained  from  sending  the  ship 
to  sea,  or  otherwise  employing  her  in  their  own  service,  and 
from  removing  her  from  the  Southampton  Docks,  and  that 
they  might  also  be  restrained  from  selling  or  transferring 
the  ship  to  any  person  except  under  the  direction  of  the 
Court 


ISM. 


SMment. 


Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  R.  Pryor,  for  the  Plaintifls,     Argtmmt, 
now  moved  for  an  injunction  as  prayed. 

They  admitted  that  the  Defendants  were  registered  as 
absolute  owners  of  the  ship,  but  that  circumstance  was  not 
conclusive  as  to  the  rights  of  the  parties.  It  was  a  common 
practice  in  Scotlcmd,  and  even  in  England,  to  register  a 
meie  mortgagee  of  a  ship  as  absolute  owner.  Even  under 
the  old  shipping  Acts  the  register  per  se  was  no  evidence  of 
ownership ;  but  the  Court  was  in  the  habit  of  looking  to  all 
the  circumstances  to  ascertain  whether  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  parties  that  the  persons  roistered  should  become  the 
absolute  owners :  Myers  v.  WilUs(<i) ;  and  a  bill  of  sale, 
though  absolute  in  its  terms,  mighty  notwithstanding  the 
old  Ship  Registry  Acts,  be  in  equity  held  a  mortgage 
merely,  if  such  appeared  to  have  been  the  real  intention  of 
the  parties :  Langton  v.  Horton(b).    If  such  was  the  law 


(a)  17  C.  B.  77. 


(b)  S  Beav.  9. 
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1858.        under  the  old  Shipping  Actfi^  much  more  was  it  bo  under 
the  recent  Act^  The  Merchant  Shipping  Act»  1854(a). 


In  the  present  case  the  intention  of  the  parties  was,  that 
the  Defendants  should  be  simply  mortgagees  of  the  ship. 
And  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  assignaiioa  of 
ArgmtmL  September,  and  the  memorandum  of  agreement  of  even 
date^  which  must  be  read  as  forming  part  of  the  same  traoA- 
action,  that  was  the  position  occupied  by  the  Defendants. 

The  Defendants,  then,  being  mere  mortgagees  of  the  ship, 
have  no  power  to  avail  themselves  of  their  possession  of  the 
ship,  except  by  withholding  it  from  the  Plaintiffs,  so  as  to 
compel  them  to  redeem  if  they  wish  to  recover  possession, 
or  by  selling  it  when  the  time  arrives,  in  order  to  repay 
themselves  the  amount  of  their  advances.  To  use  the  ship 
in  any  way  is  beyond  their  power.  The  ship  is  a  chattd 
The  Defendants  are  merely  depositories  of  a  chattel— 
pawnees  of  a  pledge,  and,  as  such,  have  no  right  to  use  ii 
In  Cogga  v.  Bernard  (b),  HoU,  C.  J.,  in  considering  what 
property  a  pawnee  has  in  the  pawn  or  pledge,  says : — ^"If 
the  pawn  be  such  as  it  will  be  the  worse  for  using,  the 
pawnee  cannot  use  it,  as  clothes,  &a ;  but  if  it  be  such  as 
will  be  never  the  worsen  as  if  jewels  for  the  purpose  were 
pawned  to  a  lady,  she  might  use  theuL  But  then  she 
must  do  it  at  her  peril  ...  If  she  wears  them  abroad 
and  is  there  robbed  of  them,  she  will  be  answerabla  And 
the  reason  is,  because  the  pawn  is  in  the  nature  of  a  deposit^ 
and  as  such  is  not  liable  to  be  used.''  And  to  the  same 
eflfect  Sir  WiUicmi  Jones (c)  —  "The  pawnee  of  goods 
which  will  be  impaired  by  usage  cannot  use  them.''  Mr. 
Justice  Story  goes  further : — "  If  the  use  will  be  without 
any  injury,  and  yet  the  pawn  will  thereby  be  exposed  to 
extraordinary  perils,  there    the    use  is  impliedly  inter- 

(a)  17  &  18  Vict,  c  104.  (e)  *«  Essay  on   the   Law  of 

{b)  Lord  IU3mi.  909,  916.  Bailments,^*  p.  81. 
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dieted^ (a).  In  hct,  it  is  wholly  inconsistent  with  the 
idation  of  creditor  and  debtor  that  the  pawnee  should  be 
%ble  to  use  the  thing  pawned  in  any  way  which  may  pre- 
vent him  from  restoring  it  agam  in  the  state  in  which  it 
was  deposited,  whenever  his  debt  is  paid. 

Mr.  RoUy  Q.  C.  (with  whom  were  Mr.  QoldsmHh,  Q.  C,  and 
Mr.  Ktiox  Wigram,  who  were  not  heard)  for  the  Defendants, 
contended  that^  even  if  the  Defendants  were  simply  mort- 
gagees of  the  ship,  it  would  be  impossible  to  deny  their  right 
to  use  and  sail  her  as  proposed,  citing  Kerswill  y.  Bishop  (b), 
and  CkUo  v.  Irvmg(c),  But  here  all  doubt  on  the  subject 
was  excluded  by  the  agreements  which  had  been  entered 
into,  f(»'the  Defendants'  debt  carried  interest,  of  which  they 
would  be  deprived  if  left  to  rely  on  their  power  of  sale, 
since  that  power  could  not  arise  until  two  months  after  a 
demand  for  payment 

Mr.  Jannes,  Q.  C,  in  re|dy,  distinguished  between  the 
rights  of  a  mortgagee  of  a  ship  previously  to  the  Act  6 
Gea  4,  a  110,  and  those  subsequently  to  that  Act  Under 
the  old  law  a  mortgage  of  a  ship  resembled  a  mort- 
gage of  real  estate^  But,  by  the  Act  6  Geo.  4,  c  110,  a  45, 
the  mortgagee  is  not  to  be  deemed  to  be  the  owner  of  the 
diip  any  more  than  if  no  such  transfer  had  been  made, 
eioept  so  far  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  render** 
ing  the  ship  available,  by  sale  or  otherwise,  for  the  payment 
of  his  debt  And  the  same  provision  is  found  in  the  8  &  9 
Vict  c.  89,  s.  46. 

The  Yicb-Chancellor. — It  was  held  in  Dean  v. 
M'Ohie(d)  that  the  object  of  the  Act  6  Geo.  4,  c.  110  was 
to  confer  a  benefit  on  mortgagees,  not  to  deprive  them  of 


IS5B. 


(a)  Stoiy*8  "  Ck>inmeDtarie8  on 
the  Law  of  Bailments,**  sect.  SSO. 
(h)  2  Gr.  &  J.  529. 
VOL.  IV.  T  Y 


(c)  5  De  G.  &  Sm.  210. 
(<0  4  Bing.  45. 
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18i!;8.  their  rights  as  l^gal  owners.  And  this  is  recognised  bj 
Lord  Tenterden,  in  his  Treatise  on  Shipping,  citing  Dean 
V.  M'Ohie,  as  opposed  to  Irving  v.  Richa/rd8on{a),  where 
it  was  doubted  whether  a  mortgagee  could  insure  to  the 
full  value  of  the  ship  (6).  Besides,  do  not  the  words  ^'hj 
sale  or  otherwise  "  point  to  a  user,  as  well  as  sale,  of  the 

ArffUfnenL       ship  ? 

Mr.  James,  Q.C. — If  they  do,  the  inference  does  not 
apply  to  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854(0),  for  in  the 
70th  section  of  that  Act  (which  corresponds  to  the  45th 
section  in  each  of  the  former  Acts)  the  words  "by  sale  or 
otherwise  "  do  not  occur.  The  provision  being  merdy  thai 
the  mortgagee  is  not  to  be  deemed  owner  **  except  in  so  &r 
as  may  be  necessary  for  making  the  ship  available  as  a 
security  for  the  mortgage  debt''  But,  even  under  the 
earlier  Acts,  no  notice  is  found,  throughout  Lord  Tenter^ 
den's  Treatise,  of  a  mortgagee  of  a  ship  having  a  right  to 
work  the  ship,  or  any  other  rights  except  by  way  of  sala 

[Parr  v.  Applebee(d)  was  also  cited.] 

The  Vioe-Chancellob  reserved  judgment^  observing,  it 
was  remarkable  that  there  did  not  appear  to  be  any  reported 
decision  upon  the  question  of  law,  which  had  been  princi- 
pally argued. 


jufy  23nt     Vice-Chancellor  Sm  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

*'*^^™*"^  The  point  to  be  determined  in  this  case  is,  whether, 

under  the  circumstances  detailed  in  the  bill,  the  Plaintifb 
are  entitled  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  making  use  of 

(a)  2  B.  &  Ad.  196.  (c)  17  &  18  Vict.  e.  104. 

(h)  Abbott  on  Shipping,  pp.  41,  (d)  7'D.  M.  G.  585. 

42. 
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the  ship  Taamanicm,  by  sending  her  to  sea,  or  otherwise 
employing  her  in  their  own  service. 

Two  questions  of  some  importance  were  raised  in  the 
course  of  the  argument 

The  first  question  was,  whether,  under  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act,  1854s,  the  Defendants  being  registered  as  the 
actual  owners  of  the  ship,  this  Court  can  so  fSax  recognise 
an  equity  in  the  PlaintifiEs — ^assuming  the  Plainti£Es  to  have 
the  equity  which  they  daim — as  to  prevent  the  Defendants 
from  exercising  their  rights  as  registered  owner& 

As  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion,  upon  the  construction 
of  the  agreements  entered  into  between  the  parties^  that  the 
Plaintiffi  are  not  entitled  to  the  equily  which  they  claim,  it 
is  not  necessary  for  me  to  determine  this  question.  But^  I 
must  observe,  that,  whenever  such  a  question  has  to  be 
decided,  it  will  be  found  that  there  are  very  material  points 
of  distinction  between  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  of  J  854 
and  all  the  previous  Acts  relative  to  the  subject  of  merchant 
shipping,  and  that  the  powers  of  this  Court  under  the  Act 
of  1854,  are  &r  greater  than  any  it  possessed  in  this  respect 
before  that  Act  was  passed  (a). 

The  second  question  was,  whether,  assuming  the  effect  of 
the  agreements  between  the  parties  to  be  that  the  Defen* 
dants  are  simply  in  the  position  of  mortgagees  of  the  sJiip, 
the  ship  being  a  chattel,  they  are  not  precluded  from  avail- 
ing themselves  of  the  possession  of  that  chattel,  except  by 
withholding  it  from  the  Plaintiffs,  so  as  to  compel  them  to 
redeem  it  if  they  wish  to  recover  possession,  or  by  selling  it 
for  repayment  of  their  mortgage  money. 

'     This  question,  also,  in  the  view  I  take  of  the  construction 

(a)  See  sections  37,  43,  65,  76,  77,  Si,  83,  and  100;  also  18  &  19 
Vict.  c.  91,  s.  10. 

Y  Y  2 
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IB6S,       of  the  agreements  between  the  partiesi  it  is  not  necenaiy  to 
EuROPEAK     determine. 


COVPABT 
V. 


Nevertheless,  I  cannot  help  having  a  veiy  strong  opinicm 

^^^^^^^^   that  there  is  a  material  di£Ference  between  a  oontract  of 

CoMPAWT.     mortgage,  in  the  form  in  which  mortgages  are  well  known 

Judgmeiu.      and  recognLsed  in  this  coimtry,  and  a  deposit  by  way  of 

bailment  or  pledge  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  retom 

of  a  sum  of  money. 

In  the  case  of  a  ship,  the  contract  of  mortgage^  aa 
appears  from  the  early  Shipping  Acts,  was  formeily  one 
which  was  supposed  to  vest  the  entire  ownership  in  the 
mortgagee,  insomuch,  that,  previously  to  the  passing  of  the 
recent  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  the  contention  used  to  be^ 
that  not  only  mortgagees  in  possession^  but  mortgagees  who 
had  not  yet  taken  possession,  were  to  be  held  liable  in 
respect  of  contracts  entered  into  with  regard  to  the  shipi 

^  Then  came  the  Act  6  Geo.  4,  a  1 10,  which  provided  that 
the  mortgagee  should  not  be  deemed  to  be  the  owner, 
'*  except  so  £Eur  as  might  be  neoessary  for  the  purpose  of 
rendering  the  ship  available  by  sale,  or  otherwiae,  for  the 
payment "  of  his  debt  But  this  Act  was  held,  in  Dean  v. 
M'Ohie(a),  to  have  been  intended  for  the  protection  of  the 
mortgagee,  and  not  in  restriction  of  his  right&  Its  object, 
Chief  Justice  Best  observes,  "was  to  confer  a  benefit  on 
mortgagees,  by  exempting  them  from  charges  and  respon- 
sibilities to  which  ihej  were  before  liable.  It  does  not 
prevent  them  from  becoming  legal  owners,  or  apply  to  cases 
in  which  the  mortgagee  has  reduced  the  ship  into  pos- 
session." And  he  notices,  that,  on  the  contrary,  there  is,  in 
the  45th  section  of  the  Act,  an  express  proviso,  enahliog 
the  mortgagee  to  take  possession  for  the  purpose  of  sale  or 
otherwise,  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  the  debt  due  to 

(a)  4  Bing.  45. 
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him  (a).  The  very  term  "  otherwise  "  would  seem  to  imply 
strongly  that  the  LegisUture  intended  the  mortgagee  to  be 
at  liberty  to  make  the  ship  available  by  user — the  only 
mode  other  than  sale  by  which  he  could  do  so,  unless  it 
was  intended  to  refer  to  a  submortgage,  or  to  the  transfer 
of  a  mortgage — a  view  not  adopted  by  the  Judges  in  that 
case,  Chief  Justice  Beet  considering  that  it  included  the 
actual  user  of  the  ship. 

It  is  also  familiar  law,  that  a  mortgage  of  a  mill  passes 
the  madiinery ;  and  it  would  be  a  novel  proposition  in  this 
Courts  that  the  mortgagee  of  a  mill,  having  entered  into 
possession,  is  not  entitled  to  use  the  machinery,  but  must 
keep  it  unemployed,  on  account  of  the  doctrine  advanced 
in  argument^  that  he  is  a  mere  depository  of  chattela 

This  question,  however,  is  one  upon  which  it  is  needless 
for  me  to  do  more  than  to  express  my  opinion  as  to  what 
would  have  been  the  result^  if  I  had  not  felt  satisfied  that 
1  can  determine  the  oase  upon  the  agreements  themselves. 

The  agreements  are  these : — ^The  two  companies  having 
entered  into  a  contract  for  amalgamation,  which  was  ultra 
vires,  it  was  stipulated  by  the  agreement  of  September, 
1857,  that  application  should  be  made  to  Parliament  for 
powers  to  amalgamate :  and  it  was  provided  by  the  same 
agreement,  which  was  also  called  "  a  working  agreement,"' 
that  the  Defendants  should  work  out  the  Plaintiffs'  con- 
tracts with  the  Qovemment,  by  means  of  the  Plaintiff' 
stock  of  ships.  In  the  meantime,  the  Plaintifis,  being  in 
want  of  money,  and  imable  to  pay  for  the  completion  of 
the  Tasmaniom,  enter  into  the  two  agreements  of  Decem- 
ber, 1837.  By  the  first  of  these  agreements,  they  gave  the 
Defendants  the  absolute  right  to  register  themselves  as 
owners  of  that  ship,  as  soon  as  she  was  completed.  That 
is  not  altogether  an  unconmion  form  of  agreement    There 


18^8. 

EUBOPEAir 

&c. 
Company 

r. 

ROTAL  MAII. 

&0. 

COMPANT. 

Judgment 


(a)  4  Bing.  49,  50. 
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1858.  have  been  instances  of  it  in  this  Court  with  reference  to 
ships  from  the  colonies,  where  persons  advancing  the  moDcy 
requisite  for  the  ship  have  been  in  the  first  instance  the  re- 
gistered owners.  Registration  as  absolute  owners  would  not, 
however,  be  conclusive,  if  that  circumstance  stood  alone. 
But  the  parties  enter  into  a  collateral  agreement,  which 
Judfftnmu,  imposes  on  the  Defendants  the  condition  of  holding  the 
ship  byway  of  pledge,  contemplating,  however,  that,  though 
held  by  way  of  pledge,  some  time  is  to  elapse  before  she 
can  be  sold.  It  is  not  until  two  months  should  have 
elapsed  after  a  d^nand  for  payment,  that,  in  de&ult  of 
payment^  a  sale  can  be  made  by  the  Defendants ;  and  then 
it  is  to  be  a  mere  power,  not  a  trust  for  sala 

The  collateral  agreement  in  efiPect  is  this : — In  the  first 
place,  the  Plaintifft  agree — an  agreement  which  they  have 
broken — ^to  complete  the  ship  at  their  own  expense.  Se- 
condly, if  the  Defendants  shall  advance  any  sum  of  money 
to  complete  the  ship,  which  they  were  not  bound  to  do^ 
the  Plaintiffii  agree  that  such  advance  shall  form  a  preferable 
claim  on  the  ship.  This  advance  the  Defendants  have 
made  to  the  extent  of  21,000!.,  and  have  obtained  a  pre- 
ferable claim  accordingly.  Thirdly,  the  Defendants  agree, 
that»  after  payment  of  the  advance,  if  any,  to  be  so  naade 
by  them,  they  will  hold  the  ship  as  a  security  for  varions 
claims,  pari  passu,  among  which  they  have  themselves  a 
large  claim.  Then  there  is,  fourthly,  the  provision  I  have 
already  referred  to,  that»  after  the  advances  and  claims  have 
been  payable,  and  unpaid  for  two  months  after  demand  in 
writing,  the  Defendants  are  to  be  entitled  to  sell  the  ship, 
and  to  pay  the  advances  and  claims  out  of  the  prooeeda 
And,  fifthly,  the  Defendants  agree,  in  the  event  of  such 
sale,  to  account  for  the  balance ;  and  also,  that,  in  case  the 
advances  and  claims  are  satisfied  by  the  Plaintiffs  before  a 
sale,  they  will  reconvey  the  ship. 

In  effect,  therefore,  the  parties  contemplated  two  things : 
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firsts  the  possibility  of  a  redemption  before  sale  of  the  ship ; 
seoondly,  the  possibility  of  the  mortgage  remaining  for  a 
considerable  time — ^for  two  months  at  least  after  demand 
made— outstanding  before  a  sale  of  the  ship  under  the 
power. 

In  the  meantime,  the  ship,  according  to  the  Plaintiffs' 
contention,  would  have  to  remain  entirely  useless,  at  a 
dead  loss  to  all  parlies  concerned. 

It  seems  to  me,  that  such  a  state  of  things  was  not  in  any 
way  contemplated  by  the  parties  to  the  agreementa  They 
contemplated  that  the  Defendants  should  be  placed  in  the 
position  of  owners,  subject  to  the  agreement  to  reconvey  on 
actual  payment  (of  which  there  is  not  the  slightest  chance) 
by  the  Plaintiff  K  not  repaid,  the  Defendants  were  to 
bave  a  right  to  demand  their  money ;  but  even  then,  it  is 
not  until  two  months  after  such  demand,  that  they  can 
take  steps  for  securing  themselves  by  selling  the  ship. 

In  that  state  of  things,  I  am  not  in  a  position  to  restrain 
the  Defendants  from  using  the  ship  as  they  propose.  In 
the  absence  of  fraud — and  fraud  is  not  alleged — ^they  have 
a  right  to  use  the  ship  ;  and  so,  in  the  words  of  the  Act, 
''to  make  it  available  as  a  security  for  the  mortgage  debt'" 
I  am  inclined  to  think  they  would  have  that  right  as 
simple  mortgagees.  I  am  clear,  that  they  have  it  under 
the  agreements  which  have  been  entered  into. 

I  must,  therefore,  refuse  the  motion ;  and,  as  the  Plaintiffs' 
company  is  being  wound  up,  I  must  refuse  it  with  costs. 


ISffS. 


JudgmmL 


Ordered  accordingly. 
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DAVIDSON'S  CASE(a). 


r.cwooD,         In  be  THE  NORTH  SHIELDS  QUAY  AND 
Z^^a.  IMPROVEMENTS  COMPANY; 

Ajn-a  I9th. 

oX^     J  N  the  year  184.9,  a  scheme  was  projected  for  the  fonna- 

Wvtding^vp    tion  of  a  quaj  on  the  river  Tyne,  at  North  Shidda; 

jfuiory'-JHree'  and  in  the  year  1851,  an  Act  was  passed,  by  which  the 

FtrM^tend-   Corporation  of  TyTiemovih  were  constituted  commissiott- 

Pbrtow^i*^   ers  to  construct  such  quay  and  approaches,  and  were  em- 

Fraud  otir--    powered  to  raise  money  for  that  purpose. 

JReffitter. 

The  parties  who  snhBcribe  the  nsoal  snheoriben^  agreement  of  a  prcgected  joint  stock  eon- 
paoy  become  co-contractors  with  each  other,  and  are  bound  to  each  other  bj  the  tanns  cf  the 
agreement;  and  if  it  should  appear  that  there  has  been  any  special  dealing  between  two  or 
more  of  their  body,  tending  to  vary  the  operation  of  the  agreement,  the  rest  cannot  be  afintad 
by  that  oircnmstance,  except  so  fiir  as  tney  are  shown  to  have  been  cognisant  of  and  to  hsn 
acquiesced  in  the  transaction,  so  that  their  oonseienees  are  boand. 

Proyisional  directors  of  a  company,  to  be  incorporated  by  Act  of  ParlianMBV  pripo*^  ^ 
a  contractor  that  he  shall  have  the  contract  for  the  company's  works,  provided  he  will  aooept 
payment  partly  in  shares,  the  number  of  shares  to  be  settled  by  the  company's  engineer,  bat 
contractor  to  sign  the  subscribers*  agreement  for  a  sufficient  number  to  znake  up  the  amaDnt 
required  by  the  Standing  Orders  of  Parliament.  The  contractor  having  aooordingly  sigmd  for 
620  shares  of  I02L  each,  and  the  Act  having  then  been  obtained,  he  sends  in  a  tender,  which  Is 
accepted  by  the  directors,  agreeing  to  execute  the  works  for  24,000^,  to  be  paid,  as  to  SOOOJL,  m 
shares.    The  scheme  being  abandoned  before  the  works  were  commenoed: — 

Held  (1.)  Upon  the  construction  of  the  deed,  that  the  arrangement  made  by  the  diiectan 
with  the  contractor  was  ultra  vires. 

(2.)  That,  if  not  a  fhiad  on  the  Standing  Orders  of  the  House  of  Lords  (as  to  whidi  $Mr«l 
it  was  void  as  against  such  of  the  parties  subscribing  the  deed  as  were  not  privy  to  it 

(3.)  That  the  circumstance  of  the  contractor  having  ngned  the  deed  last  but  one,  the  last 
subscriber  bemg  privy  to  the  arrangement,  did  not  alter  the  rights  of  thaw  snfaBoribers  to  dii 
deed  who  were  not  privy  to  it. 

(4.)  That,  as  no  call  had  been  made,  nor  any  thing  done  to  call  the  attention  of  tfw  nb- 
scribers  to  the  number  of  shares  for  which  any  subscriber  was  registered,  the  cirenmstBaoe  of 
the  contractor  luuring  been  registered  for  nearly  four  years  as  the  holder  of  only  ten  shares,  did 
not  preclude  the  company  from  insisting  that  he  was  liable  for  l^e  whole  620. 

Beid,  therefore,  that  (whatever  equity  the  contractor  mic^t  have  against  the  dirscCors),  si 
against  the  company,  he  must  be  included  in  the  list  of  contributories  for  the  entire  numlMr  of 
shares  for  which  he  had  signed  the  deed. 

Cojti-^owt  Stock  Companies  Windxng^vp  Acts, 

A  shareholder,  who  has  failed  before  the  Chief  Clerk  in  an  attempt  to  have  his  nsm«  n- 
moved  from  the  list  of  contributories,  and  ac^oums  the  question  into  Court,  if  he  £eu1s  on  tfas 
hearing  in  Court,  pays  all  the  costs  of  that  hearing. 

(a)  Report  delayed  for  want  of  papers. 
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The  oommisoonais  being  unable  to  raifle  the  moneji  the        ie5& 
project  was  dropped  until  the  year  1853»  when  it  was  pro- 
poeed  to  fonn  a  join^ftodL  compel^  to  take  a  transfer  of 
the  Oonmusaionera'  Act  of  1851,  and  to  provide  the  xe« 
quisite  capital  by  means  of  aharea 

A  negotiation  was  then  opened  on  behalf  of  the  provi- 
sional directors  of  the  projected  company  with  Mr.  David- 
son, a  ccmtraetor,  by  which,  according  to  the  affidavits  filed 
on  behalf  of  that  gentleman,  it  was  proposed  that  Mr. 
Davidson  should  have  the  contract  for  the  works  to  be 
executed,  provided  he  would  accept  payment  of  the  amount 
of  his  contract  partly  in  money,  and  partly  in  shares  in  the 
company;  that  the  number  of  shares  to  be  ultimately 
taken  by  him,  should  be  settled  by  the  company's  engineer, 
when  the  amount  of  the  contract  was  ascertained ;  but  that 
in  the  meanwhile  Mr,  Davidson  should  sign  the  subscribers' 
agreement  for  a  sufficient  number  of  shares  to  enable  the 
company  to  make  up  the  amount  required  by  the  Standing 
Orders  of  Parliament  before  their  bill  could  be  introduced. 

This  proposal  was  accepted  by  Mr.  Davidson. 

The  subscribers'  agreement  bore  date  the  15  th  of  Be- 
eember,  1853i  It  purported  to  be  made  between  all  the 
subscribers  thereto  of  the  one  part^  and  a  covenantee  on 
the  part  of  the  company,  of  the  other  part ;  and  thereby, 
after  reciting  that  a  certain  number  of  persons  had  formed 
themselves  into  a  company,  called  the  North  Shields  Quay 
Ccmpam,'^,  for  the  purpose  of  accepting  a  transfer  <^  certain 
powers  under  the  Act  of  1851 ;  and  that  the  parties  thereto 
^  the  first  part  had  respectively  agreed  to  subscribe  for 
the  number  of  shares  in  the  company  set  opposite  to  theix 
i^pective  names  at  the  foot  of  the  deed,  and  to  enter  into 
^  agreements  thereinafter  contained, — ^the  parties  of  the. 
^t  part  stipulated  that  the  capital  of  the  company  should 
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consist  of  21,0002.,  divided  into  2100  shares  of  lOL  each; 
and  (by  the  9th  clause  of  the  deed),  that^  until  an  Act  or 
Acts  should  be  obtained  for  the  incorporation  of  the  com- 
pany, provisional  directors  should  control  the  fonds,  and 
manage  the  business  of  the  company,  in  such  a  manner 
and  subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  they  might 
think  expedient,  with  power  to  increase  or  reduce  the 
capital  of  the  company,  and  to  enter  into  contracts  for  any 
purpose  whatever  in  the  name  and  on  behalf  of  the  com- 
pany ;  but  all  contracts  so  entered  into  not  being  contracts 
for  services,  or  making  surveys,  or  for  the  performance  of 
acts  necessary  for  attaining  such  Act  or  Acts  of  Parliament 
as  aforesaid,  should  be  made  conditionally  upon  such  Act  or 
Acts  of  Parliament  being  obtained ;  and  the  directors  might 
exercise  all  the  powers  thereby  given  them,  although  the 
whole  amount  of  the  proposed  capital  might  not  have  heea 
subscribed  prior  to  the  obtaining  of  an  Act  or  Acts  of  Par- 
liament And  lastly,  "that  each  of  the  several  persons 
parties  thereto  of  the  first  part  respectively,  his  or  her 
heirs»  executors,  or  administrators,  would  well  and  truly 
pay  the  amount  subscribed  by  each  of  them  respectively, 
or  such  part  thereof  as  should  not  have  been  paid  by  them 
respectively  at  the  date  of  their  respective  signatures  to 
the  deed,  in  such  sums  and  at  such  places  and  times  as 
should  be  required  by  any  Act  or  Acts  to  be  applied  for  as 
aforesaid.'^ 


This  deed  was  signed  by  twelve  persons  for  1575  shares, 
representing  15,750^.,  or  three-fourths  of  the  proposed 
capital,  Mr.  Davidson  signing  for  620  of  such  shares,  re- 
presenting 62002.  Mr.  Davidson's  name  stood  as  the 
eleventh  upon  the  deed,  the  twelfth  being  that  of  a  gen- 
tleman who  was  cognisant,  when  he  signed,  of  the  nego- 
tiation between  Mr.  Davidson  and  the  provisional  directors 
of  the  company.  Of  the  remaining  ten,  five  were  not 
shown  to  have  been  aware  of  that  negotiation. 
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The  company  obtained  their  Act  on  the  Slsi  of  July, 
1854.  By  the  3rd  section  of  this  Act»  it  was  enacted, 
that  several  persons  there  named,  and  all  others  who  had 
then  already  subscribed  or  should  thereafter  subscribe  to 
the  undertaking,  should  be  united  into  a  company  for  the 
purposes  of  the  Act  The  Act  incorporated  the  Companies 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act 


185S. 


The  register  of  shareholders  was  sealed  on  the  2Srd  of 
August^  1854,  at  what  purported  to  be  the  first  ordinary 
half  yearly  general  meeting  of  the  company,  but  which 
wa%  in  fact^  attended  by  only  one  shareholder  having  two 
pro3dea 


Mr.  Davidson  was  upon  the  register  as  the  holder 
of  ten  shares  only. 

On  the  23rd  of  December,  1854,  Mr.  Davidson^  at  the 
request  of  the  directors,  sent  in  a  tender,  by  which  he  pro- 
posed to  execute  the  works  for  24,0002.,  and  to  accept 
30002.  of  that  amount  in  shares  pro  rat&  as  the  works 
proceeded,  to  be  paid  monthly  upon  the  certificate  of  the 
company's  engineer.  This  tender  was  accepted,  but  Mr. 
Davidson  was  never  required  to  act  upon  it  The  com- 
pany, being  unable  to  raise  the  remaind^r  of  their  pro- 
jected capital,  abandoned  their  undertaking ;  and  in  1857, 
an  order  was  made  for  winding  up  their  affairs. 

The  official  manager  included  Mr.  Davidson  in  his  list 
of  contributories  for  the  whole  of  the  620  shares  ;  and  in 
settling  the  list  in  chambers,  the  Chief  Clerk  was  of  opinion 
that  Mr.  Davidson  should  be  included  in  the  list  for  the 
whole  of  that  number;  but,  at  the  request  of  the  latter,  the 
case  was  adjourned  into  Court 
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Mr.  RoU,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Roaimrgh,  for  the  offioal 
mafnger,  now  moved  that  Mr.  Davidson's  namd  might  be 
included  in  the  list  of  contribotoiies  for  all  the  620  shares, 
upon  the  ground  that  he  had  sogned  the  sobecriben^  agree- 
ment for  the  whole  of  that  number. 

Mr.  Danid,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Rogers,  on  behalf  of  Mr« 
Davidson,  contended  that  he  was  not  liable  to  be  placed  on 
the  list  of  eontributories  in  respect  of  any  of  the  ahares  in 
question. 

It  is  true,  he  signed  the  deed,  but  he  was  relieyed  firom 
the  liability  which  he  would  otherwise  have  incurred  by  so 
doing,  by  the  arrangement  between  himself  and  the  direc- 
torSy  which  amounted  in  effect  to  this,  that  he  should  take 
only  so  many  shares  as  might  be  necessary  for  the  puipose 
of  his  contract ;  and  as  the  contract  had  been  abandoned 
by  the  company,  the  liability  of  the  contractor  was  at 
an  end. 


That  arrangement  did  not  infringe  the  Standing  Orders 
of  the  House  of  Lords,  for  the  same  amount  would  be  contri- 
buted in  labour  whidi  those  Orders  required  to  be  contribut- 
ed in  money ;  nor  did  it  a£Fect  any  of  those  who  joined  with 
Mr.  Davidson  in  signing  the  subscribers'  agreement,  sinoe 
his  name  stood  last  but  one  upon  the  deed,  the  subscriber 
who  signed  after  him  being  one  of  those  who  were  cognisant 
of  the  arrangement  between  Mr.  Davidson  and  the  di- 
rectora. 


That  the  provisional  directors  had  power  to  enter  into 
such  an  arrangement  before  the  passing  of  their  Acf^  is 
dear  from  the  9th  section  of  the  subscribers'  agreement, 
from  which  it  is  apparent  that  they  were  the  proper  parties 
to  determine  the  proportions  in  which  the  contractor  was  to 
be  paid  in  money  and  in  shares  respectively,  and  how  many 
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ahareB  lie  waa  to  take.    And  here  that  arraxiganent  had 
been  ratified  by  them  as  directors  since  the  passing  of 

the  Act 

Besides,  even  if  the  directors,  in  entering  into  this 
arrangement  with  Mr.  Lavidaon,  exceeded  their  powers  as 
diroetoiBy  still  they  represented  the  entire  company,  and 
acted  as  tlie  agents  of  the  entire  company,  which  could 
only  act  through  their  instrumentality.  The  interests  of 
society  require  that  representations  and  arrangements  made 
by  directors  should  bind  the  entire  corporation  on  whose 
behalf  they  act:  The  NaiwnaX  Exchange  Company  of 
Glasgow  v.  Drew  (a). 

Here  the  actual  contract  was,  that  Mr.  Davidson  shoidd 
take  only  so  many  shares  as  the  company's  own  engineer 
should  think  reasonable.  He  could  not  have  insisted  on 
being  placed  on  the  register  for  more,  and,  if  so,  the  com* 
pany  cannot  have  the  correlative  right  of  placing  him  there 
for  more. 

Assuming,  however,  that  the  company  had  formerly 
a  right  to  insist  that  Mr.  Davidson  ought  to  be  registered 
for  an  the  620  shares,  they  have  lost  that  right  by  their 
own  laches,  and  the  utmost  for  which  he  can  be  held  liable 
is  the  ten  shares  for  which  his  name  appears  on  the  register 
of  the  company.  It  is  now  nearly  ten  years  since  that 
i^iister  was  completed  and  sealed  During  the  whole  of 
that  period  it  has  been  open  to  inspection  by  all  the  share- 
holdera  They  must  be  taken  to  have  kiown  its  contents, 
^d,  having  acquiesced  in  Mr.  Davidson  being  there  re- 
gistered for  ten  shares  only,  it  is  now  too  late  for  them  to 
insist  on  having  him  registered  for  the  remainder  of  the 
620  shares.    Had  they  insisted  on  this  right  earlier,  it 
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GoKPAWTf 

Cask. 


(a)  2  Macq.  H.  L.  C.  103,  120. 


694 


CASES  m  CHANCERY. 


1858. 


AfyiMMRCa 


would  have  been  competent  to  Mr.  Davidson  to  transfer 
his  shares,  and  thus  relieve  himself  from  the  liabilities  with 
which  it  is  now  attempted  to  fix  him. 

[The  following  cases  were  also  cited :  Preston  ▼.  The 
Orand  Collier  Dock  Company  (a),  Ma/ngles  v.  The  Orani 
CoUier  Dock  CompcmyQ>\  Kidwelly  Canal  Ccnwpany  ▼. 
Rahy(c),  In  re  The  Maryleborve  Bamki/ng  Company; 
Damdaon'a   caae{d)^    HcHJ£e    ca8e(e),   and   WilliaTna  v. 


A  reply  was  not  he^^pd. 


ju^^mmL     Yice-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Fage  Wood  : — 

Both  upon  principle  and  upon  the  authorities  Mr.  DavO- 
eon  must  be  held  liable  for  that  which  he  has  bound  him- 
self to  do  by  the  subscribers'  agreement 

[His  Honour  stated  the  efiPect  of  the  subscribers'  agree- 
ment as  above,  and  proceeded.] 

With  reference  to  the  covenant  by  which  the  subscriberB 
bind  themselves  to  pay  the  amount  subscribed  by  each  of 
them  respectively,  in  such  sums  and  at  such  places  and 
times  as  shall  be  required  by  any  Act  or  Acts  to  be  applied 
for  as  therein  mentioned,  I  apprehend  the  true  construction 
is,  that  they  will  pay  such  sums  of  money,  i/n  respect  of 
calls  and  the  like,  as  shall  be  required  by  the  Act  which  is 
to  be  applied  for.  That  Act  incorporated  the  usual  Com- 
panies Clauses  Act,  which  gives  the  directors  the  power  of 
appointing  the  time  and  place  at  which  calls  shall  be  made. 


(a)  2  Railw.  Ca.  835. 

(b)  Id.  359. 

(c)  2  Price,  93. 


(£0  3  De  G.  &  Sm.  21. 

(e)  1  Sim.  K.  S.  389 
(/)  4  Jur.  N.  S. 
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The  eShct,  therefore,  of  the  covenant  is,  that  the  subscribers        1858. 
will  pay  all  the  calls  according  to  the  usual  mode  pre^ 
scribed  by  the  Companies  Clauses  Act 

The  subscribers'  agreement  was  signed  by  some  five 
persons  besides  those  who  are  shown  to  have  been  more 
immediately  concerned  in  the  transactions  to  which  I  am     jtidgmmL 
about  to  advert 


When  an  agreement  of  this  kind  is  signed,  the  parties 
signing  it  become  co-contractors  with  each  other,  and  are 
boimd  to  each  other  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement;  and  if 
it  should  appear  that  there  has  been  any  special  dealing 
between  two  or  more  of  their  body,  tending  to  vary  the 
operation  of  the  agreement,  the  rest  cannot  be  affected  by 
that  circumstance,  except  so  far  as  they  are  shown  to  have 
been  cognisant  of  and  to  have  acquiesced  in  the  transaction, 
80  that  their  consciences  are  bound.  As  regards  all  those 
who  have  not  assented  to  the  transaction,  and  whose  con- 
sciences are  not  so  bound,  the  agreement  will  stand  in  its 
entirety. 

In  the  present  case,  Mr.  Davidson  admits  that  he  has 
executed  an  agreement  by  which  ostensibly  he  binds  him- 
self to  take  620  shares,  and  to  pay  the  calls  thereon  at  the 
time  and  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment; but  his  contention  is,  that  he  is  relieved  from  that 
obligation  by  reason  of  an  arrangement  previously  entered 
into  between  himself  and  some  of  his  co-contractors,  who 
were  provisional  directors  of  the  company,  to  the  effect  that 
he  should  work  out  the  amount  of  his  shares  instead  of 
paymg  the  calls  according  to  his  covenant;  and,  further, 
that  the  mention  of  620  shares  was  merely  provisional,  the 
real  arrangement  between  himself  and  the  directors  being; 
that  he  was  to  take  only  so  niany  shares  as  should  be 
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the  contract  should  be  ascertained,  the  aharefl  ao  taken 
having  to  be  paid  for  by  him  in  work,  and  not  in  money. 

The  question  is,  whether,  by  yirtue  of  their  powers  as 
provisional  directors,  or  otherwise,  the  persons  with  whom 
Jm^^mau.  ^^  arrai^ement  is  alleged  to  have  been  entered  into,  had 
authority  to  introduce  into  the  contract,  whidi  I  must  look 
for  within  the  four  comers  of  the  subscribers'  agreement^ 
a  stipulation  such  as  that  which  I  have  described. 

It  was  argued,  that  the  agreement  on  which  Mr.  Davids 
«m  relies,  would  not  be  a  fraud  upon  the  Standing  Ordeis 
of  the  House  of  Lords,  inasmudi  as  the  amount  idiich 
those  Orders  require  to  be  subscribed  for  in  the  shape  of 
capital,  before  the  House  will  sanction  an  undertaking  of 
this  nature,  would  be  folly  made  up  in  the  form  of  labour. 
To  this  there  is  an  obvious  answer :  that  the  arrangement 
on  which  Mr.  Davidson  insists,  is  not  an  absolute  stipnla- 
tion  on  his  part  to  do  62002.  worth  of  work,  but  only  to  do 
so  much  work  as  might  be  required  to  carry  out  the  oon* 
tract.  Whether  that  answer  is  sufficient,  I  will  not  stay  to 
inquire,  for  this  is  not  the  pressing  part  of  the  caseu 

The  really  pressing  part  of  the  case  is,  the  etEed  of  the 
alleged  arrangement  between  Mr.  Davidson  and  the  pro- 
visional directors  upon  such  of  his  co-contiactors  under  the 
subscribers'  agreement  as  are  not  shown  to  have  been  oog* 
nisant  of  that  arrangement  They  sign  the  subscriberB* 
agreement  in  the  faith  that  every  other  person  by  whom 
it  is  signed,  is  to  be  bound  as  much  as  themselves  to  cany 
all  its  provisions  into  effect,  mode  et  formft,  as  expressed  in 
the  deed.  As  to  several  of  them,  this  circumstance  is  de- 
posed to  upon  their  oath,  although  I  do  not  think  it  ma* 
terial  it  should  be  so,  because  the  onus  is  on  Mr.  Davidson 
to  show  the  contrary. 
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In  reference  to  this  part  of  the  case,  it  was  argued,  that 
Mr.  Davidson,  by  signing  the  deed,  has  misled  no  one, 
since  his  name  stands  last  but  one  on  the  deed,  the  last 
signature  being  that  of  a  gentleman  who  appears  to  liave 
been  cognisant  of  the  transaction  between  Mr.  Davidson 
and  the  directors.     But  to  that  argument  the  answer  is 
plain :  all  the  subscribers  to  the  deed  who  knew  that  an 
application  was  about  to  be  made  for  an  Act  of  Parliament, 
most  be  taken  to  have  known  that  such  an  Act  could  not 
be  obtained,  unless  the  fiill  amount  of  capital  required  by 
the  Standing  Orders  of  Parliament  were  previously  sub- 
scribed for.    They  knew  that  Mr.  Davidson  was  a  sub- 
scriber for  the  620  shares,  and  they  must  of  course  have 
known  that  it  would  be  useless  to  apply  for  their  Act,  if 
Mr.  Davidson  were  not  bound  by  the  deed.    With  that 
knowledge,  they  did  apply  for  an  Act  of  Parliament ;  and 
I  must  take  them  to  have  done  so  upon  the  fiiith  of  his 
signature,  which  nearly  completed  the  amount  requisite  for 
effectually  carrying  out  the  works.     That  being  so,  I  am 
entitled  to  say  on  their  behalf, — ^they  being  absent  parties 
throughout  the  whole  of  this  inquiry,  and  only  represented 
by  the  official  manager, — ^that  they  are  not  bound  by  the 
arrangement  entered  into  by  the  directors  with  Mr.  David' 
S07L    The  directors  had  no  power,  under  the  9th  clause  of 
the  subscribers'  agreement,  to  release  any  subscriber  to 
that  deed  from  the  contract  into  which  he  had  entered  by 
signing  it>  or  to  arrange  with  Mr.  Davidson,  that,  instead 
of  paying  for  his  shares  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  the 
deed,  he  should  pay  for  them  in  some  other  mode,  namely, 
by  work  to  be  done  by  him  as  contractor; — still  less  were 
they  empowered  by  that  clause  to  stipulate,  that  if  they  did 
liot  take  out  the  value  of  his  shares  in  work,  he  should  be 
released  from  them  altogether. 


1S58. 

In  KB 

North 

Shields 

&a 

COMPANT; 

Davidbozc'b 
Cash. 


The  case,  as  it  stands  on  the  subscribers'  agreement^  seems 
to  me  too  clear  for  argument    And  I  apprehend  that  the 
VOL.  IV.  z  z 
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Ckympomy  of  Glasgow  v.  Drew  (a)  can  have  no  bearing 
upon  it  In  that  case,  the  directors  of  a  company  having 
made  certain  representations  to  the  public  at  large,  the 
general  body  of  the  shareholders  were  held  to  be  bound. 
It  is  satisfactory  to  find  an  authority  of  that  description; 
Judgment  and  it  is  earnestly  to  be  hoped  that  some  rational  syst^n 
wiU  ere  long  be  established,  by  which  companies  will  be 
held  to  make  good  their  engagemenis.  But  that  decision 
has  no  application  to  a  case  like  the  present  Here,  no  re- 
presentation has  been  made,  or  act  done,  by  the  company  or 
by  its  directors,  with  reference  to  third  persons.  The  ques- 
tion is  simply,  whether  a  gentleman,  who  has  deliberately 
entered  into  a  certain  contract  with  others,  without  disclos- 
ing to  them  another  and  distinct  arrangement  into  which  he 
has  entered,  and  by  which  their  rights  under  the  contract 
are  materially  affected,  is  at  liberty  to  insist  on  that  distinct 
arrangement,  in  order  to  avoid  the  effect  of  his  contract 
Oearly  it  was  the  duty  of  Mr.  Davidson,  if  he  meant  to 
insist  upon  any  such  arrangement  as  the  present,  to  infonn 
all  his  co-contractors  of  the  actual  state  of  things ;  and, 
as  they  were  pursuing  the  undertaking  upon  the  £uth  of 
his  signature,  to  state  distinctly  that  his  signature  did  not 
mean  anything  like  what  they  supposed  it  to  mean,  but 
something  entirely  different^  by  reason  of  a  private  arrange- 
ment between  himself  and  the  directors  of  the  company. 


Hie  next  question  i%  whether  the  Act  of  Parliament 
places  the  case  in  a  different  position  firom  that  in  which 
it  would  stand  if  it  rested  simply  on  the  deed. 

The  Act  directs,  by  the  3rd  section,  that  certain  persons 
there  named,  including  some  who  signed  the  deed,  and  all 
others  who  had  then  already  subscribed,  or  should  there- 


(a)  2  Macq.  H.  L.  Ca.  103,  120. 
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after  subscribe  to  the  undertaking,  should  be  united  into  a 
c(»npany  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act  Then  it  incorporates 
the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  which,  by  its  8th 
section,  enacts  'Hhat  every  person  who  shall  have  sub- 
scribed the  prescribed  sum  or  upwards  to  the  capital  of  the 
company,  or  shall  otherwise  have  become  entitled  to  a 
share  in  the  company,  and  whose  name  shall  have  been 
entered  on  the  register  of  shareholders,  shall  be  deemed  a 
shareholder  of  the  company/'  No  doubt  the  effect  of  that 
section  is,  that  the  person's  name  must  be  entered  on  the 
shareholders'  list  before  he  can  sue  or  be  sued.  I  am  not 
aware  whether  that  has  ever  been  actually  held  with  re- 
ference to  an  original  shareholder,  but  in  The  Newry  and 
EnniskiUen  Railway  Company  v.  JEdmunds  (a),  it  was 
so  held  with  reference  to  a  transferee  of  shares;  and  doubt- 
less it  would  be  very  imprudent  to  bring  an  action  before 
the  person's  name  is  entered  on  the  register  of  share- 
holdera  But  the  mere  circumstance  of  registration  or 
non-r^istration  does  not  vary  the  rights  of  the  parties. 
Every  co-contractor  upon  the  subscription  contract  has  a 
right  to  say  it  was  upon  the  faith  of  the  capital  being 
found  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  that  deed,  that  he  con- 
curred in  the  undertaking,  and  to  insist  that  every  person 
who  has  signed  the  deed  has  become  liable  as  a  share- 
holder to  the  full  amount  of  the  shares  for  which  he  has 
signed,  and  shoidd  be  placed  on  the  register  of  shareholders 
accordingly. 


18^8. 


Jvdffmettt, 


It  was  argued  that  Mr.  Davidson  could  not  have  in- 
sisted upon  being  placed  on  the  register  of  shareholders. 
But^  assuming  that  to  be  the  case,  I  do  not  know  that  it 
^ould  follow  as  a  correlative  proposition,  that  the  company 
would  not  have  a  right  to  place  him  on  the  register ;  he 
might  have  so  conducted  himself  as  to  prevent  him  from 


(a)  5  Railw.  Ca.  275. 
z  z  2 
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1858.  insisting,  as  against  the  directors,  upon  being  placed  on 
the  register ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  the  company,  as  a 
body,  would  not  be  bound,  at  his  request,  to  release  him 
from  liability. 

Independently  of  that,  I  take  it  that  the  true  result  of  lus 
•rudiment  dealings  with  the  directors  was  not  to  preclude  him  from 
insisting  upon  being  placed  upon  the  register;  and  that  he 
was  as  much  entitled  to  insist  upon  being  placed  on  the 
register,  as  the  company  were  entitled  to  insist  on  having 
him  placed  thera  But  the  question,  what  equities  would 
affect  his  shares  when  he  was  on  the  register,  would  be  a 
question  between  him  and  the  directors  with  whom  he 
entered  into  the  arrangement 


The  next  questbn  raised  was,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  pio- 
ceedings  which  took  place  on  the  part  of  the  directors, 
after  the  company  was  formed.  As  to  this,  it  appears  to 
me,  that  the  directors  had  no  more  power,  after  the  company 
was  formed  than  they  had  before,  to  say  that  Mr.  Davidson 
should  be  released  from  any  portion  of  the  620  shares  for 
which  he  subscribed.  It  might  possibly  have  been  open 
to  them  to  agree  with  him,  that,  as  to  the  300  of  his  620 
shares,  whenever  a  call  was  made,  they  would  set  off  the 
amount  of  the  call  against  work  done  by  him,  so  as  to 
entitle  him  to  say,  eventually,  that  those  shares  had  been 
fully  paid  up.  But  it  was  not  open  to  them  to  do  what 
their  agreement  in  effect  amounts  to,  namely,  to  cancel 
so  many  of  the  company's  shares,  and  to  reduce  the  entire 
number  of  the  company's  shares  by  that  amount  That 
was  an  act  entirely  beyond  their  powers.  All  they  had 
power  to  do  after  the  Act  was  passed,  was  to  place  the  sub- 
scribers' names  upon  the  register  according  to  the  number 
of  shares  for  which  they  subscribed.  He  would  then  have 
had  an  opportunity  of  selling  his  shares.  The  transferee 
might  have  been  insolvent ;  but  that  the  company  would 
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not  have  been  able  to  help.  They  wotild  have  had  a  share- 
holder upon  the  register  against  whom  they  would  be  en- 
titled to  proceed,  whatever  might  be  the  result  of  such 
procedure;  and  that  is  all  to  which  they  would  have  been 
entitled. 

It  was  argued,  that  calls  could  not  have  been  made  upon 
the  620  shares,  because  Mr.  Davidson  was  not  registered 
as  the  proprietor  of  them.  It  may  well  be  held, — although 
I  do  not  think  the  point  has  yet  been  determined, — that  an 
original  shareholder  cannot  be  sued  until  he  has  been  re- 
gistered. But  it  is  equally  certain,  that  the  register  of 
shareholders  is  not  conclusive  evidence  as  to  who  are,  and 
who  are  not,  contributoriea  The  Court  can  put  those  on 
the  list  of  contributories  who  are  not  registered  as  share- 
holders, and  can  strike  out  from  the  list  of  contributories 
those  who  are  so  registered.  The  register  is  prima  facie 
evidence  with  which  those  should  be  armed  who  seek  to 
make  a  person  liable  as  a  contributory;  but  when  the 
question  comes  to  be  considered,  whether  Mr.  Davidaon^a 
name  ought  not  to  be  upon  the  list  of  contributories,  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  company  were  clearly  entitled  to 
say,  that  he  ought  to  be  registered  for  the  whole  of  the  620 
shares ;  and,  tmder  the  Winding-up  Acts,  it  must  be  taken 
as  if  he  had  been  so  registered,  and  he  must  be  considered 
as  a  bona  fide  shareholder  of  the  company. 


1858. 


Jue^menL 


It  was  then  argued,  that,  whatever  right  the  company 
may  formerly  have  had  to  insist  that  Mr.  Davidson  ought 
to  be  registered  for  the  whole  of  the  620  shares,  that  right 
has  since  been  forfeited,  inasmuch  as  it  is  now  nearly  four 
years  since  the  register  of  shareholders  was  made  out,  in 
which  Mr.  Davidson  was  registered  as  the  proprietor  of 
only  ten  shares  out  of  the  620.  During  the  whole  of 
those  four  years,  it  is  said  the  register  was  open  to  in- 
spection by  all  the  shareholders ;  they  ought  and  must  be 
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taken  to  have  seen  it ;  and  having  stood  by  for  so  long  a 
period,  it  is  now  too  late  for  them  to  insist  on  their  right 
to  have  Mr.  Davidson  registered  for  the  lemamder  of  the 
shares  for  which  he  subscribed. 

It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  anything  has  passed  to 
raise  an  equity  of  that  description  against  the  general  body 
of  shareholders.  What  actually  happened  was  as  fol- 
lows : — A  general  meeting  was  summoned  pursuant  to  the 
Act,  at  which  every  diareholder  no  doubt  was  invited  to 
att^id,  and  might  have  attended.  That  meeting  was,  in 
(act,  attended  by  a  single  shareholder  only.  As  he  held 
the  proxies  of  two  other  shareholders,  it  was  considered  to 
have  been  a  valid  meeting.  Whether  that  state  of  dream- 
stances  satisfied  the  provision  of  the  Act  of  Parliament^ 
which  requires  the  attendance  of  tiiree  shareholders  to 
constitute  a  valid  meeting,  I  do  not  stay  to  inquire.  Hie 
single  shareholder,  armed  with  the  two  proxies,  having  voted 
bin  own  salary,  and  that  of  other  memb^s  of  the  oompany, 
I  doubt  not  to  his  own  satisfaction,  proceeded  to  set  the 
company's  seal  to  a  list  of  shareholders,  on  which  Mr. 
Davidson  is  entered  as  the  proprietor  of  ten  eharea  It 
appears  that  no  call  has  been  made  since  the  Act  was  passed. 
No  works  have  been  executed,  nor  has  anything  been  done, 
to  direct  the  attention  of  any  shardiolder,  directly  or  in- 
directly, to  the  position  of  himself  or  any  other  share- 
holder, with  reference  to  the  number  of  shares  for  whidi 
he  was  entered  on  the  register.  Any  observations,  there- 
fore, which  might  have  been  made,  if  the  attention  of  the 
shareholders  had  been  directed  to  the  actual  state  of  the 
register,  are  inapplicabla  I  apprehend  that  the  mere  d^ 
cumstance  of  one  or  more  shareholders  putting  down, 
contrary  to  their  duty,  ten  shares  for  a  person  who  has 
subscribed  for  620,  cannot  he  held  to  be  Unding  upon 
absent  shareholders^  who  have  no  knowledge  of  the  transac- 
tion ;  and  who,  if  present,  would  not  have  had  any  authority 
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to  bind  a  single  absent  ehareholder  to  such  a  transaction.        1858. 

If  every  shareholder  except  one  had  been  pu-esent  at  a 

meeting  held  for  this  purpose,  and  had  chosen  to  put  down 

Mr.  Davidson  for  ten  shares,  when  he  had  subscribed  for 

620,  the  attempt,  on  their  part,  to  release  him  from  the 

rest  of  his  engagement,  would  have  been  clearly  ultra 

virea  /«^^ 


As  to  the  argument,  that,  not  being  on  the  list  for  the 
residue  of  the  620  shares,  he  was  precluded  from  dealing 
with  them  as  he  might  otherwise  have  done,  the  laches 
were  all  his  own.  He  might  have  come  forward  at  any 
time,  demanding  to  be  put  upon  the  Ust  for  the  whole  of 
the  620  sharea 

It  appears  to  me,  that  his  co-contractors  have  a  perfect 
right  to  say,  that  they  are  not  to  be  bound  by  any  transac- 
tion which  took  place  ultra  vires  on  the  part  of  any  other 
member  of  the  company ;  and,  therefore,  however  unfor- 
tunate the  result  may  be,  and  whatever  equity  Mr.  Damd- 
son  may  have  against  those  who  led  him  into  his  present 
difficulty,  he  has  no  right,  as  against  the  company^  to  say 
that  he  is  not  the  holder  of  all  the  shares  for  which  he  sub- 
scribed the  deed 

His  name,  therefore,  wiU  remain  on  the  list  for  the  620 
sharea 


Mr.  Roxburgh  asked  for  the  costs  of  the  application, 
upon  the  ground  that  it  had  been  adjourned  into  Court  at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Davidson. 

The  Yice-Chakcellob. — ^Wherever  there  has  been  the 
additional  expense  of  a  second  hearing  at  the  request  of  a 
shareholder  seeking  to  have  his  name  removed  from  the 
Ust  of  contributories,  and  the  shareholder  has  failed,  I  have 
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1858.  ordered  him  to  pay  tlie  costs  of  the  second  hearing;  and  for 
this  reason  : — ^the  Chief  Cleik  has  no  power  to  decide  any 
of  these  questions ;  and  the  parties  are  always  invited, 
before  they  enter  into  a  discussion  of  the  kind,  to  state 
whether  they  wish  for  the  presence  of  the  judga  If  they 
decline,  and  choose  to  go  on  before  the  Chief  Clerk,  they 
Judgment  take  the  chance  of  a  second  hearing  being  necessaiy ;  and 
if  they  fail  on  a  second  hearing,  they  are  the  persons  who 
ought  to  suffer. 


LoBBS  Jus- 
tices. 

April  I9th. 


On  appeal  to  the  LoBBS  Justices,  the  foregobg  decision 
was  affirmed. 


JuneAHL 

Ecut  India 
Stoc*— 3  #  4 
WOL  4,  c.  85— 
^Government  or 
Parliamentary 
Stock  or  Fitnd" 

— "  Foreign 
Stock  or  Fund," 

While  the  Act 

8  &  4  wm.  4, 

c  85,  for  the 
regulation  of 
the  East  India 
Company's 
Charter,  was 
in  force,  the 
capital  stock  of 
the  company 
was  not  **  a 
Government  or 
Parliamentary 
stock  or  fnnd," 
nor  was  it  '*  a 
foreign  stock 
or  frmd." 


BROWN  V.  BROWN. 

Thomas  BRO  WN,  by  his  wiU,  in  1842,  bequeathed  all 
the  moneys  to  which  he  might  be  entitled  at  his  death  in 
the  hands  of  his  bankers,  "  and  all  the  sums  in  the  Govern- 
ment or  Parliamentary  stocks  or  funds,  or  any  foreign  stocks 
or  fundsy"  and  all  moneys  whatsoever  due  to  him  on  mortr 
gage,  bond,  or  simple  contract,  and  all  debts  owing  to  him  on 
any  account^  and  all  arrears  of  rent  which  might  be  due  to 
him  at  his  death,  subject  to  the  payment  of  debts  and 
legacies,  upon  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife,  the  Defen-^ 
dant  barah  Brown,  during  her  life,  and,  after  her  decease, 
upon  certain  trusts  under  which,  in  the  events  which  hap- 
pened, the  Plaintiffs  became  entitled  absolutely.  He  then 
bequeathed  all  his  ready  money  in  his  dwelling-houses,  and 
all  his  household  goods  and  furniture,  and  all  the  rest^ 
residue,  and  remainder  of  his  personal  estate  and  effects  to 
his  wife  absolutely. 
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The  testator  died  in  1852. 

The  testator  had,  at  his  decease,  amongst  other  stocks 
and  funds,  a  sum  of  30002.  East  India  stock.  And  the 
principal  question  discussed  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause 
was,  whether  that  sum  formed  part  of  the  property  com- 
prised in  the  specific  bequest  under  which  the  Plaintiffii 
were  interested  in  remainder  expectant  on  the  determination 
of  the  Defendant's  life  interest  therein,  or  whether  it  formed 
part  of  the  residue  by  the  will  bequeathed  to  the  Defen- 
dant absolutely. 


1S58. 


SiaimemL 


Hr.  James,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Druce,  for  the  Plainti£&,  con- 
tended, that  the  stock  in  question  formed  part  of  the 
property  comprised  in  the  specific  bequest 


AtywneiU, 


At  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  the  character  of  East 
India  stock  was  determined  by  the  company's  charter,  as 
regulated  by  the  Act  3  &  4  Will.  4,  a  85.  Prior  to  the  time 
wh^i  that  Act  came  into  operation,  East  India  stock  was 
in  the  same  position  as  the  stock  of  any  other  private 
company ;  but,  by  the  provisions  of  that  Act,  it  was  con- 
verted into  a  Qovemment  or  Parliamentary  stock. 

The  Yice-Chancellob. — ^The  British  Qovemment  does 
not  appear  by  that  Act  to  guarantee  anything  to  the 
holders  of  such  stock. 


Mr.  James. — ^Not  out  of  the  revenues  of  this  coxmtry ; 
but  that  is  immaterial,  provided  it  be  guaranteed  out  of  the 
revenues  of  any  part  of  the  British  dominion&  By  the 
operation  of  the  Act  the  Indian  government  became  a 
department  of  the  State.  All  the  company's  property,  real 
and  personal,  became  vested  in  the  company  simply  as 
trustees  for  the  Crown.    All  their  revenues  were  placed 


706  CASES  IN  CHANCEBY. 

1858.        under  i2ie  control  of  the  BriHah  Qovenunent,  uid  that 

^^^^^      alone;  and  the  dividends  upon  their  stock  being  payable  out 

^  ^'  of  those  revenues,  the  stock  itself  must  be  a  ''Govem- 
Bbowh. 
ment  or  Parliamentary  stock  or  fund.'* 

If  not,  then  the  30001.  in  question  must  have  passed 
under  the  words  ''foreign  stock  or  fund/'  the  testator 
having  dearly  intended,  by  the  general  description  con- 
tained in  the  specific  bequest,  to  comprise  all  stocks  or 
funds. 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.C.,  for  the  Defendant,  was  not  heard  upon 
this  point 

jmUfmau.     Vicb-Chancellob  Sie  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

As  to  the  Edst  India  stock,  I  think  it  sufficiently  dear, 
without  calling  upon  the  Defendant's  counsel,  that  it  did 
not  pass  either  by  the  words  *'  Qovemment  or  Parliamentaiy 
stocks  or  funds,"  or  by  the  words  ''  or  any  foreign  stodcs  or 
funds." 

In  order  to  come  witliin  the  descripiion  ''GovenomeDt 
or  Parliamentary  stocks  or  funds,"  a  fund  ought  to  be 
either  managed  by  Parliament,  or  paid  out  of  the  revenues 
of  the  Britieh  Government^  or,  at  leasts  guaranteed  by  that 
Government 

Now,  as  regards  East  India  stock,  it  was  originally  no 
more  than  a  sum  lent  to  a  ocHnpany  of  traders,  and  in  that 
position  it  remained  when  the  Act  3  &  4  WilL  4,  c.  8fi, 
came  into  operation.  The  question,  therefore,  is,  whether 
its  character  has  been  altered  by  any  of  the  provisions  of 
that  Act 

The  Act  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  85,  redtes  that  the  East  India 
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Company  have  consented  that  all  their  rights  and  interests        ^^^^- 
to  or  in  the  British  territories  in  iTidia,  and  all  their 
territorial  and  commercial,  real  and  personal,  assets  and 
property  whatsoever,  shall,  subject  to  the  debts  and  lia-      jJiZH^ 
bilities  then  affecting  the  same,  be  placed  at  the  disposal  of 
Parliament.     And  then  it  enacts,  that,  from  and  after  the 
22nd  of  April,  1834,  all  the  Company's  territories,  (except 
St.  Hdeiia),  and  all  the  lands  and  hereditaments,  revenues, 
rents,  and   profits  of  the  company,  and  all  the  real  and 
personal  estate  whatsoever  (except  St,  Helena),  subject  to 
the  debts  and  liabilities  then  affecting  the  same  respec- 
tively,  and  all  the  rights  in  the  Act  mentioned,  shall 
remain   and  be  vested  in,    and    be  held,  received,  and 
exercised  respectively  by  the  Company,  in  trust  for  his 
Majesty,  his  heirs  and  successors,  for  the  service  of  the 
government  of  Indiu,  "  discharged  of  all  claims  of  the  said 
Company  to  any  profit  or  advantage  therefrom  to  their  own 
use,  eoccept  the  dividend  on  their  capital  stock,  secured  to 
them  as  thereinaft<er  mentioned/' 

The  dividend,  therefore,  upon  their  capital  stock,  forms 
no  part  of  the  property  of  which  the  Act  makes  the  com- 
pany trustees  for  the  Crown.  That  is  to  be  a  subsisting  daim 
which  the  company  are  to  retain  (a),  in  the  first  instance,  out 
of  the  revenues  of  which  the  Act  makes  them  trustees  for 
the  Qovemment»  subject  to  that  as  a  subsisting  charga 
Nor  does  the  Qovemment  incur  any  liability  in  respect  of 
this  dividend.  It  takes  no  interest  in  the  company's  pro- 
perty until  the  dividend  is  paid.  The  Act  does  not  say,  the 
company  are  to  hold  all  their  real  and  personal  property  in 
trust  for  the  Government,  the  Government  then  paying 
back  these  dividends ;  but  the  dividends  are  excepted  from 
^6  property  in  which  the  Government  is  to  have  the 
beneficial  interest 

(a)  See  sect  11. 
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1858.  If  ever  the  whole  of  the  British  territories  are  taken 

away  from  the  company,  then,  no  doubt,  by  the  effect  of  the 
13th  section  of  the  Act^  the  company's  capital  stodc  may 
become  a  Government  fund.  The  13th  section  enacts, 
that^  if  on  or  at  any  time  after  the  30th  of  April,  1854,  the 
company  "  shall,  by  the  expiration  of  the  term  granted  by 
the  Act^  cease  to  retain,  or  shall,  by  the  authority  of  Par- 
liament^  be  deprived  of  the  possession  and  government  of 
the  said  territories,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  company, 
within  a  year  thereafter,  to  demand  the  redemption  of  the 
said  dividend,  and  provision  shall  be  made  for  redeeming 
the  said  dividend,  after  the  rate  aforesaid,  within  three 
years  aft;er  such  demand ''(a).  Bui^  in  the  mean  time,  the 
East  India  Company  alone  are  responsible  for  anynuil- 
feasance  by  which  their  revenues  may  be  affected ;  and  if 
their  revenues  £eJ1  shorty  there  is  no  guarantee,  on  the  part 
of  the  British  Government,  that  the  company  will  receive  a 
single  shilling  by  way  of  dividend. 

As  to  whether  the  stock  in  question  can  pass  under  the 
words  ''or  any  foreign  stock  or  fund,''  it  is  dear  to  me 
that  it  cannot  It  is  not  in  any  respect  a  foreign  stock 
The  company  is  a  British  company,  as  much  as  any  insur- 
ance or  other  company  in  Oreai  Britain. 

« 
I  must,  therefore,  hold,  that  the  30002.  East  India  stock 

formed  no  part  of  the  property  comprised  in  the  specific 

bequest  under  which  the  Plaintiff  are  interested  in  remain^ 

der  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  Defendant's  life 

interest  therein. 

(a)  Sect  IS. 
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M ADDISON  AND  WIFE  v.  CHAPMAN.  J^mii2tk. 

Thomas  chapman,  by  his  wUl,  m  1850,  devised  as     wm^Ca^ 

follows: — "After  my  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  i^^^!^'^ 

are  paid  by  my  executrix  hereinafter  named,  my  will  is,  -^Contingm- 

that  all  my  lands,  houses,  tenements,  and  real  and  personal  and  real— 

property,  situate  at  BiribrooAe,  or  elsewhere,  and  of  what  ^codicU— 

nature  or  kind  soever  (except  household  furniture  and  ^m^!^ 

plate)  shall,  at  the  time  my  youngest  child  has  attained         

the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  be  valued,  and  divided  into  Where  there  is, 

three  equal  parts,  which  division  shall  be  made  without  UniitiSOTiover 

selling  the  land ;  one  part  to  be  for  my  dear  wife  Eve  ^^^"^ 

the  form  of  a 
contingent  limitation,  is,  in  fact,  merely  dependent  upon  a  condition  essential  to  the  determina- 
tion of  the  interests  previously  limited,  the  Court  is  at  liberty  to  hold,  that,  notwithstanding  the 
words  in  form  import  contingency,  they  mean  no  more,  in  fact,  than  that  the  person  to  take 
under  the  limitation  over  is  to  take  subject  to  the  interests  so  previously  limited. 

^  But,  in  order  that  this  rule  of  construction  may  be  applied,  the  condition,  upon  which  the 
limitation  over  is  made  dependent,  must  involve  no  incident  but  what  is  essential  to  the  deter- 
mination of  the  interests  previously  limited. 

CodkU^Revocaitifm. — The  onus  is  upon  those  who  claim  tmder  a  codicil,  as  against  devisees 
onder  the  will,  to  show  that  the  intention  to  displace  the  devisee  is  equally  dear  with  the  ori- 
ginal intention  to  devise. 

UmoTity, — If  the  whole  tenor  of  a  will  be  such  as  clearly  indicates  that  the  testator  has 
QBod  the  word  **  minority"  to  mean  the  whole  of  the  period  during  which  he  has  kept  a  devisee 
out  of  the  fuU  control  over  the  devised  property,  the  Court  may  adopt  that  interpretation. 
Otherwise,  the  word  must  be  strictly  construed. 

Testator  by  his  wUl  directed,  that,  when  the  youngest  of  his  two  daughten  had  attained  twenty- 
one,  his  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects  should  be  divided  into  three  equal  parts,  one  part  to 
be  for  his  wife,  and  one  of  the  remaining  two  for  each  daughter ;  at  his  wife's  decease  her  share  to 
be  equally  divided  between  his  two  daughters:  and  provided  either  of  his  two  daughters  should 
die  before  a  division  of  the  property  should  have  been  made,  and  having  no  issue,  then  the  part 
of  ^  deceased  to  be  given  to  her  surviving  sister.  By  a  codicil,  thoM  hath  hit  children  die  tn 
<Aetr  minority  and  leave  no  issue,  then  in  such  case,  and  in  such  case  only,  he  gave  the  whole 
of  his  property  to  his  wife  for  Ufe,  with  remainder  over.  The  elder  daughter  attained  twenty- 
one,  but  both  died  before  the  younger  attained  that  age,  and  without  having  been  married. 

Held^  that,  whether  the  interests  under  the  will  were  vested  or  not,  and  whether  a  reason- 
able motive  could  or  could  not  be  assigned  for  the  condition  upon  which  the  testator  had  made 
the  limitation  over  in  the  codicQ  to  depend  (the  death  of  both  his  daughters  in  their  minority), 
that  condition  must  be  construed  strictly;  and  the  event  not  having  happened,  the  limitation 
©▼er— HeM,  not  to  take  effect. 

But,  tembUj  the  interests  under  the  will  were  vested  interests. 
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1858.  Chapman,  one  part  for  my  daughter  Mary  Ann,  and  one 
part  to  my  daughter  Maria  ;  and  provided  my  daughter 
Mary  Ann  wishes  to  leave  the  &mily  when  she  has  at- 
tained the  age  of  twenty-one  years»  she  shall  have  5001. 
given  to  her,  without  paying  interest  for  the  same,  but 
which  shall  be  accounted  for  as  part  of  her  share  at  the 
time  when  the  general  division  is  made.  Any  money  paid 
in  as  principal,  either  from  the  Bank,  from  notes,  or  from 
any  other  source,  shall  be  put  out  to  interest  at  the  discre- 
tion of  the  trustees  hereinafter  named,  so  that  the  property 
may  not  be  diminished ;  and  at  my  wife's  decease,  her  share 
of  the  above-named  property  shall  be  equally  divided  be- 
tween my  two  children  above  named,  share  and  share  alike. 
And  provided  that  either  of  my  two  children  above  named 
should  die  before  a  division  of  the  property  shall  have  been 
made  as  above  described,  and  having  no  surviving  issae, 
then  the  part  of  the  deceased  shall  be  given  to  her  sur- 
viving sister;  but  if  either  of  them  shall  die,  and  leave 
surviving  issue,  then  the  part  of  her  so  dying  shall  be 
equally  divided  amongst  her  surviving  children  in  equal 
shares  and  proportions.  All  interest  of  money,  rents  of 
lands,  houses,  or  tenements,  shall  be  applied  to  the  support 
of  my  wife,  and  to  the  support  of  my  children  and  their 
education  during  their  minority,  or  the  minority  of  either 
of  them ;  and  likewise  that  each  of  my  daughters  shall 
have  10{.  a  year  for  their  own  pocket-money  during  their 
minority,  or  until  such  division  of  the  property  is  made  as 
above  described.''  The  testator  then  bequeathed  an  an- 
nuity to  his  sister,  and  left  the  Defendants^  Bewn  and  Cocke, 
in  trust  of  the  above  property. 

The  testator  afterwards  executed  the  following  codicil 
without  date: — "Should  both  my  children  die  in  their 
minority,  and  leave  no  issuer  then  in  such  case,  and  in  such 
case  only,  I  give  to  my  wif^  Eve  Chapman,  the  whole  of 
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my  property  for  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  or  so  long  only 
as  she  shall  remain  my  widow  ;  and  at  my  wife's  decease, 
or  marriage,  which  shall  first  happen,  I  then  give  to  James 
Cocke"  (meaning  the  Defendant  Cooke)  "all  my  lands  and 
houses  situate  at  Binbrooke,  but  to  be  chargeable  with  the 
payment  of  the  annuity  to  my  sister  as  above  stated ;  and  the 
remainder  of  my  property  shall  be  at  my  wife's  disposal'' 

The  testator  had  no  child  besides  his  daughters  Mary 
Ann  and  Maria.  He  died  in  1850.  His  elder  daughter 
Mary  Ann  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and  died  in 
1854,  without  having  been  married.  His  younger  daughter, 
Maria^  died  in  1857,  under  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and 
without  having  been  married. 


The  bill  was  filed  by  Frances  Maddison^  as  heiress-at- 
law  of  Maria  Chapman,  against  the  testator's  widow.  Eve 
Chapman,  and  the  trustees  named  in  his  will     It  prayed 
for  a  declaration,  that^  in  the  events  which  had  happened, 
of  the  death  of  Ma/ry  Ann  Chapma/a  in  the  lifetime  of 
Maria  Chxipman,  without  having  been  married,  and  of  the 
subsequent  death  of  Maria,  intestate,  and  without  having 
been  married,  the  Plaintiff  Frances  Maddison,  as  her 
heiress-at-law,  and  customary  heiress,  became  and  (subject 
to  the  marital  rights  of  the  Plaintiff,  her  husband)  was 
now  entitled  to  an  equitable  estate  in  fee  ample  in  posses- 
sion in  two  equal  undivided  third  parts  of  the  freehold 
and  copyhold  estates  of  the  testator,  and  to  an  equitable 
estate  in  fee  simple  in  remainder  expectant  upon  the  death 
of  the  Defendant  Eve  Chapman,  in  the  remaining  equal 
undivided  third  part  of  the  same  freehold  and  copyhold 
estatea 

The  Defendants,  by  their  answer,  submitted,  that  at  the 
death  of  the  testator  part  of  the  real  estate  in  question 
^as  vested  in  him  as  trustee  for  his  wife. 
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1858.  It  was  also  stated,  but  not  proved,  that  the  elder  daagb- 

Maddibok     ^^  l®ft  ^  will 


V. 

Chapman. 
ArifmnmL 


Mr.  Faber,  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  RoU,  for  the  Plain- 
tiffs :— 

The  condition  mentioned  in  the  codicil,  ^  should  boOi 
my  daughters  die  in  their  minority,''  has  not  been  fulfilled, 
the  testator's  eldest  daughter  having  attained  twenty-one. 
The  gift  over,  therefore,  in  the  codicil,  being  dependant 
upon  that  condition,  failed  to  take  effect,  and  the  Plaintifi 
are  entitled  to  the  declaration  prayed  by  the  bill. 

As  regards  the  suggestion,  that  the  eldest  daughter  left  a 
will,  that  circumstance,  even  if  true,  is  immaterial;  for  the 
interests  devised  to  the  daughters  by  their  father's  will  are 
vested  interests,  and,  on  the  decease  of  the  eldest,  her  share 
passed  by  the  limitation  over  to  her  younger  sister,  now 
represented  by  the  Flainti&;  consequently,  it  could  not 
be  affected  by  her  will 

Mr.  James,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  D.  Levris,  for  the  De- 
fendant Eve  Chapman,  and  Mr.  LitSU  for  the  Defendant 
Coohe : — 

.  Assuming  that  the  word  "  minority  "  in  the  codicil  is  to 
be  construed  strictly  as  meaning  a  death  under  twenty-one^ 
in  which  case,  if  the  literal  interpretation  of  the  codicil  is  to 
be  adopted,  the  limitation  over  has  failed,  still  the  Court  will 
give  effect  to  that  limitation.  Whether  the  interests  given 
by  the  will  to  his  daughters  were  vested  or  not  vested,  the 
testator  could  have  had  no  reason  for  making  the  death  of 
his  eldest  daughter,  during  her  ^minority,  an  element  of 
the  condition  upon  which  the  limitation  over,  contained  in 
the  codicil,  was  to  take  effect ;  for  whether  she  died  during 
her  minority,  or  subsequently,  in  either  case,  if  she  left  no 
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issue  surviving,  her  interest  woiild  cease  under  the  wiU,  in 
case  of  ber  younger  sister  dying  under  twenty-one;  so  that 
in  these  events  it  would  be  immaterial  whether  the  elder 
daughter  died  during  her  minority,  or  subsequently. 

If  the  interests  under  the  wiU  be  vested,  as  the  Plaintiffs 
contend  tbey  are,  this  result  is  still  more  obvious ;  for  in 
that  case  there  are,  under  the  will,  a  series  of  interests  so 
limited,  that  in  the  event  of  the  elder  daughter  attaining 
twenty-one,  and  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  her  sister  and 
without  leaving  issue,  all  her  interest  passes  to  her  sister 
by  the  limitation* over;  so  that  there  could  be  no  reason 
why  the  circumstance  of  her  attaining  twenty-one  before 
she  died,  should  impose  a  limit  on  the  ulterior  boxmty 
which  the  testator,  by  his  codicil,  intended  for  others. 

All  the  testator  intended  was,  to  provide,  that^  should 
both  his  children  die  in  their  minority,  or  in  the  minority 
of  dther  of  them,  then  the  devise  in  the  codicil  should  take 
effect 


^fVHHWIH. 


Any  other  construction  woidd  impute  a  capricious  inten- 
tion to  the  testator;  and  where  a  literal,  a  strict^  or  an 
ordinary  interpretation  given  to  particular  passages  would 
disappoint  the  intention  with  which  the  instrument  was 
obviously  framed,  the  Court  is  bound  to  construe  it  accord- 
ingly: PearmH  v.  Si/m,p8on(a),  Anonymous (b),  Webb  v. 
Bearing  (c),  Key  v.  Key{d),  and  1  Jarman  on  Wills,  408. 

But  in  {act,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the 
codicil,  the  term  *  minority"  ought  not  to  be  construed 
strictly,  but  must  mean  the  period  during  which  the  tes- 
tator has  kept  both  his  daughters  out  of  the  full  control 
over  their  property,  that  is,  the  interval  until  the  youngest 


(a)  15  Ves.  29. 
(h)  2  Vent.  363. 
VOL  IV. 


(e)  Cro.  Jac.  415. 
Id)  4  D.  M.  G.  73,  84. 
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V. 

Chafxan. 
Argumenit. 
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attains  twenty-one,  the  whole  of  that  interval  being,  even 
as  regards  the  eldest,  a  period  of  artificial  minority.  It  is 
a  familiar  expression,  that  such  an  one  does  otot  come  of 
age  imtil  twenty-five ;  and  in  MU/ray  ▼.  Milroy{a),  and 
other  cases,  the  term ''  minority ''  has  been  expressly  held  to 
extend  beyond  twenty-one,  and  until,  by  the  limitationB  in 
the  will,  the  party  is  put  into  possesaon  of  his  fiill  ligfatB. 

[They  dted,  also,  Leeming  v.  SherrattQi),  Parker  v. 
Sowerby(c),  KirkpatricA  v.  Kirhpairick{d)^  and  Franh 
V.  Price  (e).] 

Mr.  Faber,  in  reply,  dted  Orey  v.  Pearson^/),  to  show 
that,  notwithstanding  the  dicta  in  Key  v.  Key  (g),  the  rule 
of  the  House  of  Lords  in  construing  a  codicil  like  the  pre- 
sent was,  to  adhere  to  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  words  used 
by  the  testator;  and  as  to  the  feJlacy  of  the  maxim  that 
the  rule  of  construction  should  be  the  intention  of  the 
testator. 

Judgment  reserved. 


jakr^tk.        Vicb-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  (after  reading 
JvdgmenL     the  will,  and  stating  the  fitcts  of  the  case  as  aboye,  proceeded 
as  foflows) : — 

Several  questions  naturally  arise  upon  this  will 

The  first  is,  whether  the  interests  by  the  will  devised  to 
the  testator's  two  daughters  are,  or  are  not^  vested  in- 
terests. 

If,  as  it  was  stated  at  the  bar,  the  ddest  daughter  left  a 


(a)  14  Sim.  48. 
ih)  2  Hare,  14,  23. 
(e)  1  Drew.  488,  496. 
(d)  13  Vc8.  476. 


(e)  3  Beav.  182,  208. 
(/)  6  H.  L.  C.  106. 
(fir)  4  D.  M.  6. 84. 
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will,  this  question  may  be  one  of  some  importance  to  de^ 
tannine;  At  present,  and  in  the  absence  of  the  persons 
claiming  under  her  will,  it  would  be  scarcely  proper  to 
express  a  decided  opinion  upon  the  point.  But  the  in- 
clination of  my  opinion  would  unquestionably  be,  that  the 
iDierests  were  vested  in  the  daughters.  It  seems  to  me^ 
that^  upon  the  whole  of  his  will,  the  testator  intended  to 
give  his  two  daughters  equal  interests  in  all  his  property, 
subject^  as  to  the  third  part  given  to  his  wife  for  life,  to  her 
life  interest  in  that  third  part ;  and  subject,  as  to  the  whole, 
to  the  chattel  interest  he  has  carved  out,  until  his  ''youngest 
child  "  (which  I  take  to  mean  the  youngest  of  the  two 
daughters,  who  are  afterwards  named  in  the  will,  and  not 
the  youngest  child  who  might  eventually  be  bom,)  has  alr 
tained  twenty-one.  With  those  modifications,  the  testator, 
as  I  read  his  will,  has  simply  directed  an  equal  partition  of 
aD  his  property  between  his  two  daughters. 

I  had  the  same  question  of  vesting  to  consider,  under 
somewhat  similar  circumstances,  in  Kavariagh  v.  JUar^ 
l<md(a),  the  only  case  I  find  precisely  in  point.  There,  the 
devise  was,  in  effect,  to  the  issue  of  a  person  named  in  the 
will,  to  be  distributed  between  them  equally  as  three  bar- 
risters should  think  fit  The  question  was,  whether  the 
interests  were  vested  in  such  issue  as  purchasers.  And  it 
appeared  to  me,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  distribution  was  to  be 
an  equal  distribution  between  the  issue,  without  any  power 
of  altering  the  extent  of  the  interest  each  individual  was 
to  take,  the  discretion  given  to  the  persons  who  were  to  de- 
termine how  the  distribution  should  be  made,  oould  not 
change  the  interests  the  issue  were  to  take,  or  in  any  way 
affect  the  question,  whether  such  interests  were  vested  or 
contingent  Accordingly,  I  treated  them  as  vested  interesta 

This  point  however,  as  I  said  before,  is  not  one  to  be 

(a)  Kay,  16,  27. 
A  A  A  2 


1858. 
Maddisoh 
Chapman. 
Judgment 
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determined  in  the  absence  of  the  persons  claiming  under 
the  daughter's  will;  nor  do  I  think  it  one  which  it  is  ne- 
cessaiy  to  determine,  so  far  as  regards  the  Defendants  to 
the  present  suit,  who  claim  under  the  codicil  to  the  will  of 
this  testator. 


Before  coming  to  the  codicil,  however,  I  should  obserre 
that  the  will  itself  is  in  several  respects  imperfect  in  ex- 
pression. For  instance,  nothing  is  said  precisely  as  to  what 
is  to  be  done  with  the  shares  to  devolve  on  the  testator's 
two  daughters,  in  the  event  of  their  mother  dying  before 
the  period  of  division ; — which  is  another  point  somewhat  in 
favour  of  the  interests  being  vested.  And,  again,  the  gift 
over,  in  the  event  of  either  of  the  testator's  daugfateis 
dying  leaving  children,  to  tibe  children  of  that  daughter,  is 
only  a  gift  of  the  original  share  of  the  daughter  so  dying, 
nothing  being  said  as  to  any  share  that  might  come  to  her 
by  accretion.  I  mention  this,  to  show  that  the  testator 
has  by  no  means  taken  a  clear  and  exhaustive  view  of  the 
contingencies  with  which  he  is  dealing — a  circumstaace 
very  common  when  limitations  of  this  kind  are  attempted 
to  be  made. 


Then,  by  a  codicil  to  his  will,  the  testator  devises  as  fol- 
lows:— "Should  both  my  children  die  in  their  minority, 
and  leave  no  issue,  then  in  such  case,  and  in  such  case  only, 
I  give  to  my  wife.  Eve  Chapman,  the  whole  of  my  property 
for  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  or  so  long  only  as  she  shall 
remain  my  widow ;  and  at  my  wife's  decease,  or  marriage, 
which  shall  first  happen,  I  then  give  to  Jamea  Cooke  all 
my  lands  and  houses  situate  at  Bimbrooke,  but  to  be 
chargeable  with  the  payment  of  the  annuity  to  my  sister 
as  above  stated :  and  the  remainder  of  my  property  shall  be 
at  my  wife's  disposal" 


That  the  event  mentioned  in  the  codicil  has  not  hap- 
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pened  is  dear,  for  both  the  testator's  children  have  not  died 
in  their  minority.  In  terms,  therefore,  the  limitation  over 
contained  in  the  codicil  has  fSsdled.  Nevertheless^  there  are 
two  modes  in  which  it  was  argued,  on  the  part  of  the  De- 
fendantSy  that  the  CSourt  could  give  effect  to  the  limitation 
over. 


1858. 
Maddison 

V. 

Chapman. 


It  was  argued,  first,  that,  whether  the  interests  given  by 
the  will  were  vested  or  not  vested,  the  testator  could  have 
had  no  reason  for  pointing  out  the  death  of  his  eldest 
daughter  duriTig  her  minorUy,  as  part  of  the  contingency 
upon  the  happening  of  which  his  codicil  was  to  take  effect ; 
for,  whether  that  daughter  died  during  her  minority  or 
subsequently,  in  either  case,  provided  she  left  no  issue 
surviving,  her  interest,  it  was  said,  would  cease  under  the 
will  in  case  the  youngest  daughter  should  die  during  her 
mmority ;  bo  that,  in  those  events,  it  would  be  a  matter  of 
no  importance  whether  the  elder  daughter  attained  her  ma- 
jority or  not. 

But  it  is  dear,  that,  if  the  interests  under  the  will  were 
not  vested  interests,  that  reasoning  is  not  correct  If  the 
interests  under  the  will  were  not  vested  interests,  then,  in 
the  event  of  the  youngest  daughter  dying  under  twenty- 
one,  the  period  fixed  for  a  division  of  the  property  could 
never  arrive;  and  in  that  event  there  would  be^  under  the 
will,  irrespective  of  the  codicil,  an  intestacy  with  reference 
to  the  property ;  and,  in  contemplation  of  that  event,  it  may 
well  have  been  the  testator's  intention,  in  framing  the 
codicil,  that  his  eldest  daughter  should  not  lose  any  chance 
she  might  have  of  taking  under  that  intestacy^  unless  she 
died  in  her  minority  and  left  no  issue ;  but,  on  the  contrary, 
that»  on  attaining  twenty-one,  in  case  she  wished  to  marry 
or  the  like,  she  should  be  able  to  deal  with  that  chance  and 
limit  it  by  settlement  or  will,  or  in  such  other  manner  as 
she  might  be  advised.  That  consideration  would  afford  abun-^ 
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dant  reason  fcnr  the  conckision,  that  I  ought  not  arbitranly 
to  construe  the  clause  in  question  in  the  codicil  as  meaning 
something  different  from  what  is  there  expressed,  upon  the 
ground  adleged,  that  the  testator  could  have  had  no  reason 
for  wording  it  as  he  has  dona 

If  the  interests  imder  the  will  were  vested  interests, 
then  the  argument  from  the  want  of  motive  seems  a  little 
more  favourable  to  the  contention  of  those  who  claim  under 
the  codicil.  In  that  case,  their  argument  is  put  thus: 
there  are  imder  the  will  a  series  of  interests  so  limited, 
that,  in  the  event  of  the  eldest  daughter  attaining  twenty- 
one,  and  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  her  sister  and  without 
leaving  issue,  all  her  interest  passes  to  her  sister  by  the 
limitation  over  ;  so  that  there  could  be  no  reason  why  the 
circumstance  of  her  attaining  twenty-one  should  impose 
any  limit  to  the  ulterior  boimty  which  the  testator,  by  his 
codicil,  may  have  intended  for  others.  But,  at  best,  such 
an  argument  is  unsatisfactory  when  in  conflict  with  the 
words  employed. 

The  second  way  in  which  the  case  was  argued  on  the 
part  of  those  who  claim  under  the  codicil  was,  that,  accord- 
ing to  the  true  construction  of  that  instrument^  the  term 
'' minority '^  must  mean  the  period  during  whidi  the 
testator  has  kept  both  his  children  out  of  the  full  control 
and  power  of  exerciBing  their  rights  over  the  property ;  they 
may  take  vested  interests,  but  those  interests  are  subject,  it 
was  said,  to  the  intermediate  interests  which  subsist  up  to 
the  time  when  the  youngest  daughter  attains  twenty-one ; 
and  the  whole  of  the  period  which  intervenes  until  the 
happening  of  that  event  is,  even  as  regards  the  eldest 
daughter,  a  period  of  quasi  minority ;  as  in  cases  where  it 
has  been  held,  that  the  "minority*'  of  a  child  extended 
until  he  attained  twenty-five,  upon  the  ground  that  by  the 
limitations  in  the  will  he  was  not  put  into  possession  of  his 
full  rights  until  he  reached  that  age 
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As  regards  the  aathorities  that  were  eited,  it  appears  to 
me,  that,  with  the  ezoq>tion  of  the  last  to  ivhich  I  have 
referred,  they  do  not  touch  the  point  before  ma 

The  daas  of  authorities,  of  which  Pearaall  v.  Simp* 
8(m(a)  may  be  taken  as  the  leading  case^  merely  establish, 
that»  where  there  is  a  limitation  over,  which,  though 
expressed  in  the  form  of  a  contingent  limitation,  is,  in 
&ct^  dependant  upon  a  condition  essential  to  the  deter- 
mination of  the  interests  previously  limited,  the  Court  is  at 
liberty  to  hold,  that,  notwithstanding  the  words  in  form 
import  contingency,  they  mean  no  more,  in  fact,  than  that 
the  person  to  take  under  the  limitation  over  is  to  take 
subject  to  the  interests  so  previously  limited 

I  apprehend,  the  true  way  of  testing  limitations  of  tLat 
nature  is  this :  Can  the  words  which  in  form  import  con- 
tingency, be  read  as  equivalent  to  ''  subject  to  the  interests 
previously  limited  f  Take  the  simplest  case :  A  limitation 
to  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  B.  for  life,  and,  upon  the  decease 
of  R,  •*  if  A  be  dead,"  then  to  C.  in  fee.  There  the  limita- 
tion to  C.  is  apparently  made  contingent  upon  the  event  of 
A.'8  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  B.  Nevertheless,  inasmuch  as 
the  condition  of  A.'8  death  is  an  event  essential  to  the  de- 
termination of  the  interest  previously  limited  to  him,  the 
Court  reads  the  devise  as  if  it  were  to  A.  for  life,  remainder 
to  E  for  life,  and  on  B/s  death,  subject  to  A.'a  life  irUerest 
{if  (my),  to  C.  in  fea 

That  is  an  intelligible  principle  of  construction  ;  but,  in 
order  to  its  application,  the  condition  upon  which  the 
limitation  over  is  made  dependant  must  involve  no  incident 
but  what  is  essential  to  the  determination  of  the  interests 
previously  limited.  For  instance,  if  the  limitation  be  to  A. 
for  life,  remainder  to  B.  for  life,  "  and  H,  at  the  death  of  B., 
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720 


CASES  m  CHANCERY. 


1858. 


JvdgmmL 


A«  shall  have  died  under  the  age  <ff  tweiity-one»"  or  ''and  it, 
at  the  death  of  B.,  A.  shall  have  died  without  leaYing 
children,  then  to  C.  in  fee ;'  here,  in  either  case,  room  is 
left  for  contingency.  The  condition  of  A^'s  dying,  in  the 
first  case,  under  twenty-one,  and,  in  the  second,  without 
leaving  children,  is  an  event  which  may  or  may  not  have 
happened  when  the  life  estates  in  A«  and  R  are  determined; 
and,  imtil  it  has  happened,  the  limitation  over  is  contingent^ 
not  merely  in  appearance,  but  actually.  To  these  case<^ 
therefore,  the  principle  of  construction  I  have  referred  to 
would  obviously  not  apply. 


In  the  case  before  me,  there  is  in  the  vnll  a  limitation  to 
the  eldest  daughter,  subject  to  be  defeated  (for  I  will 
assume  it  not  to  be  a  vested  interest)  upon  her  death  atany 
period  before  the  youngest  attains  twenty-one  and  aft^  she 
has  herself  attained  twenty-one;  then  there  is  in  the  codicQ 
a  limitation  over  in  the  event  of  the  eldest  dying  **  during 
her  minority  "  only,  and  there  is  an  interval  of  some  yean 
between  the  periods  when  the  two  daughters  will  attain 
twenty-ona  The  condition — ^the  death  of  the  eldest 
daughter  before  attaining  twenty-one — ^is  not  merely  an 
event  essential  to  the  determination  of  the  interests  pre- 
viously given  to  her,  but  involves  a  further  incident  which 
may  or  may  not  have  happened  when  that  estate  is  deter* 
mined.  The  limitation  over,  therefore,  which  is  expressed 
to  be  dependant  upon  that  condition,  is  strictly  a  contin- 
gent limitation ;  and  I  am  not  at  liberty,  upon  the  authority 
of  Pearsall  v.  Svmpson,  and  the  other  cases  dted  of  that 
description,  to  construe  it  as  simply  equivalent  to  a  limita- 
tion over,  to  take  effect  upon  the  mere  determination  by 
death  at  any  age  of  the  estate  previously  limited  to  the 
daughter. 


And  the  reason  is  sufficiently  clear.    When  I  find  a 
testator  expressing  this  varied  contingency — by  his  will 


CASES  m  CHANCERY.  72] 

gi^ng  an  interest  which  may  be  detennined  bj  a  death        1858. 

after  minority,  and  by  his  codicil  making  a  limitation  over,  uj^vuoh 

which  is  only  to  take  effect  in  the  event  of  death  during  ^    «• 


minority, — ^it  is  impossible  to  know  what  he  intended,  or  to 
foresee  what  he  would  have  said  had  it  been  called  to  his 
attention  that  the  two  limitations  did  not  coincide.  In 
such  a  case,  so  fiff  from  feeUng  the  certainty  upon  which 
Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  acted  in  Key  v.  Key(a),  I 
confess  I  am  quite  uncertain  as  to  what  the  testator  would 
have  done  had  the  case  been  explained  to  him. 

Up  to  this  I  have  been  assuming  the  interest  previously 
given  by  the  will  not  to  be  vested.  But  the  same  reasoning 
would  apply  still  more  strougly  in  case  it  be  a  vested 
interest  A  vested  interest,  previously  given,  is  incapable  of 
being  destroyed,  except  upon  the  clearest  terms  to  that 
effect  contained  in  the  limitation  over.  Here  the  limitation 
over  in  £Eivour  of  the  Defendants  is  so  imperfectly  ex- 
pressed, that  it  is  impossible  to  say  whether  the  mistake,  if 
there  be  any  mistake,  is  in  the  terms  of  the  limitation  over; 
or  whether,  if  the  testator's  attention  had  been  called  to  the 
circumstance,  he  would  not  have  said,  that  the  mistake 
existed  in  the  antecedent  gift ;  and,  therefore,  it  is  proper 
to  hold  that  the  person  who  takes  tmder  the  antecedent 
gift  is  not  to  be  deprived  of  his  estate  except  upon  the 
happening  of  the  exact  event  upon  which  he  was  to  be 
deprived  of  it^  accotding  to  the  strict  interpretation  of  the 
limitation  over. 

The  case  is  still  stronger  when  it  is  considered  that  here 
the  limitation  over  is  contained  not  in  the  will  itself  but  in 
a  codicil  In  Doe  dem.  Hearie  v.  Hicka(b),  the  House  of 
Lords  laid  down  the  rule,  that,  where  there  is  a  clear 
devise  in  a  will,  and  then  in  a  codicil  a  limitation  tending 

(a)  4  D.  M.  6.  73.  (fr)  1  CI.  &  F.  20. 
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strongly  to  displace  the  previous,  devise  oontained  in  the 
willy  the  codicil  being  a  sabsequent  instnunait^  ihe  onns  is 
upon  those  who  claim  under  it  to  show  that  the  intention 
to  displace  the  devise  is  equally  clear  with  the  original 
intention  to  devise ;  "  &r,  if  there  is  only  a  reasonable  doubt 
whether  the  clause  of  revocation  was  intended  to  indude 
the  particular  devise^  then  such  devise  oughts  undoubtedly, 
to  stand" (a).  And,  although,  in  that  case,  the  codicil  con- 
tained strong  words  in  fSsivour  of  the  contention  that  the 
will  was  revoked,  yet,  inasmuch  as  the  intention  to  revoke 
was  not  equally  clear  with  the  intention  to  devise,  the 
House  of  Lprds  held,  that  the  devise  must  stand 


Now,  in  this  case,  the  contention  of  the  Defendants  who 
claim  under  the  codicil  is  nothing  short  of  this,  that,  after 
the  words  **  should  both  my  children  die  in  their  minority,'' 
J  am  to  introduce  the  words  '*  or  previously  to  the  division 
of  my  property,  as  directed  by  my  will''  It  is  impossible 
to  say  that  both  the  children  have  died  in  their  minority, 
when  one  had  attained  twenty-one  before  she  died ;  the 
only  possible  mode,  therefore,  by  which  the  Defendants' 
contention  can  be  sustained,  is  by  introducing  words  to 
the  effect  I  have  mentioned.  And  I  am  asked  to  in- 
troduce these  words,  in  the  face  of  two  clauses  in  the  will, 
in  which  the  testator  has  carefully  distinguished  the 
periods;  for,  when  he  makes  provision  for  the  snpport 
of  his  children  and  their  education  during  their  mino- 
rity, he  adds  the  words  "or  ths  mvn/ority  of  eHher  of 
them."  And,  again,  when  he  speaks  of  their  pocket- 
money,  he  says,  "during  their  minority,  or  until  8uch 
division  of  the  property  is  made  aa  above  deecribed/* 

Even  assuming  the  interests  under  the  wiU  to  be  vested 


(a)  1  CI.  &  F.  24,  25. 
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intereBtSy  there  is  considerable  obscurity  in  the  will  as  to  what 
would  have  happened  with  regard  to  the  share  originally 
given  to  the  wife  if  she  had  died  before  the  period  when  the 
property  was  directed  to  be  divided, — ^whether  that  share 
would  be  included  in  the  limitation  over  in  the  will  &x)m 
the  eldest  daughter  to  her  sister,  in  the  event  of  the  eldest 
dying  after  attaining  twenty-one  but  without  leaving  issue. 
And  if  there  is  any  uncertainty  on  that  point,  it  would  be 
an  additional  argument  for  saying,  upon  the  reason  of  the 
thing,  irrespective  of  any  consideration  as  to  the  strict  con- 
struction of  the  words,  that  such  a  share  would  not  be 
divested  if  either  daughter  attained  twenty-one ;  for  it  is 
plain  that  the  Court  would  struggle  against  any  construction 
which  would  deprive  a  child  who  has  attained  twenty-one, 
--4uid  who  might  be  minded  to  dispose  of  her  property, 
either  by  settlement  or  otherwise, — of  any  fragment  of  in- 
terest she  could  possibly  acquire.  Therefore,  even  taking 
the  interests  under  the  will  to  be  vested  interests,  it  is  by  no 
means  clear,  to  my  mind,  that  the  testator  had  no  reason 
for  wording  the  codicil  in  the  manner  he  has  done.  But 
even  if  he  had  none,  I  am  still  driven  to  the  question, 
whether,  after  that  clause  in  the  codicil,  I  can  introduce  the 
words  for  which  the  Defendants  contend,  unless  it  be  upon 
a  clear  conviction  that  there  is  a  mistake  in  the  codicil, 
and  no  mistake  in  the  will 
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As  regards  the  second  argument  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendants, — ^viz.  that,  according  to  the  true  construction 
of  the  codicil,  the  word  "  minority^  must  mean  the  period 
during  which  the  testator  has  kept  both  his  children  out  of 
the  full  control  over  their  property, — ^the  only  case  cited, 
that  of  Milroy  v.  Milroy(a),  was  decided  upon  the  whole 
frame  and  scope  of  the  will  If  the  whole  tenor  of  the 
will  be  such  as  clearly  indicates  that  the  word  "  minority  " 
is  used  in  such  a  sense,  the  Court  can  let  the  testator  be 


(a)  14  Sim.  48. 
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the  expounder  of  his  own  worda  He  firames  his  own 
▼ocabulary ;  and  if  he  uses  the  word  in  that  sense,  the 
Court  is  at  liberty  to  adopt  it.  But  in  this  case,  I  find  the 
testator  making  a  careful  separation  between  the  period  of 
minority  and  that  of  full  age.  In  one  case  I  find  him  pro- 
viding for  the  maintenance  and  education  of  his  children 
«  during  their  minority,  or  the  minority  of  either  of  them.* 
In  another,  that  the  allowance  for  pocket-money  shall  con- 
tinue "  during  their  minority,  or  until  such  division  of  the 
property  is  made,''  as  he  had  before  described  And,  look- 
ing to  these  circumstances,  I  do  not  feel  at  liberty  to  give 
to  the  word  '*  minority,''  when  it  occurs  in  the  oodidl,  any 
other  than  its  strict  interpretation,  viz.  "under  twenty-one 
years  of  aga" 


I  therefore  hold,  that,  whether  the  interests  taken  by  the 
testator's  daughters  were  vested  interests  or  not,  the  gift 
contained  in  the  codicil  has  fiedled,  the  event  upon  which  it 
was  made  to  depend  not  having  happened  No  one  can 
take  anything  under  the  codicil 

What  interest  the  Plaintifls  took,  independently  of  the 
codicil,  is  a  question  which  cannot  be  determined  without 
an  inquiry  whether  the  eldest  daughter  left  a  will 
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DscL^as,  that  the  gift  over  under  the  codicil  hu  imiled.  Inquire, 
without  prejudice  to  any  qaesdon  in  the  e«ue,  whether  the  elder 
daughter  made  a  will.  Inquire  whether,  at  the  death  of  the  testator, 
any  and  what  real  estate  was  vested  in  him  as  trustee  for  his  wifi^ 
the  Defendant  Eve  Chapman.    Beserve  further  oonsideratkm. 


1859.  The  forgoing  decision  was  affirmed  on  appeal  by  the 

FotTcoubt   ^^^  Chancbllob  (Lord  Chelmsfard)  and  the  Lobds 
OF  Aptbal.     JustiCBS. 
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LEYCESTER  v.  LOGAN.  jy^soo. 

IN  1856,  a  ooUiaion  took  place  between  the  ship  Falcon,  Mm-ekmuSk^ 
of  which  the  PlamtiflEB  were  the  registered  owners,  and  The  ^l^W* 
ImogeTie,  in  consequence  of  which  the  latter  foundered  and  ^^^^'}S^ 
was  lost      The  Plaintiffs  then  filed  their  bill,  under  the  <^Skm^Cottt 

514th  section  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854(a),  to       \. 

have  the  value  of  The  Falcon  and  her  freight  ascertained  Sj^'^^i/* 
and  apportioned,  pursuant  to  the  Act;  and  by  the  decree  ^  meaning  of 

•he  Heroiuuit 

made  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause  (£),  the  Defendant  Loga/r^  ShippiDg  Act, 
was  to  be  at  liberty  to  sell  the  ship,  under  a  judgment  ^^  i^icS,^^ 
which  he  had  obtained  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty.  X^^iJt  old 

have  fetched 

The  ship  and  fireight  were  afterwards  sold,  and  produced  ately  before  the 
a  gros  sum,  amounting  to  12.749?.  4«.  9(i  tS^i^ 

m  respect  of 
_-_  .  -       I.      1  .1         .  coBtBofsale. 

The  cause  now  commg  on  for  further  consideration  a     Therefore, 
question  arose,  whether  the  Plaintife  were  chargeable  under  J^^^^ 
the  Act  with  the  gross  proceeds  of  the  sale,  or  whether  another  and 
they  were  entitled  to  deduct  therefirom  a  sum  of  3632.  la.  4{2w,  sold,  and  her 
being  the  amount  of  the  disbursements  and  fees  retained  by  Se^S^^^ 
the  Admiralty  Commissioners  upon  the  sale  of  the  ship,        S!^""^*^ 

accountable  for 
the  grofls  pro* 
"~~~""""~"  oeedsof  the 

eale,  without 
dednction  In 

Mr.  BaaaaUav,  for  the  Plaintifis,  contended  that  they  respect  of  dis- 

,     bnrsements 

ought  not  to  be  charged  with  more  than  the  iiet  proceeds  andfeesre- 
of  the  ship  and  freight,  after  deducting  the  363Z.  &.  4d.  ^ffl^*^* 
The  "  value^  of  the  ship,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  was  ^mmission. 
what  the  ship  would  produce  to  her  owners  after  deducting        — 
the  costs  of  8al§,    The  intention  of  the  legislature  was,  that 

(a)  K  &  18  Vict.  e.  104.  (b)  Reported  3  K.  &  J.  446. 
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ship-owners,  upon  giving  up  their  ship  and  freight,  were  to 
be  under  no  further  liability;  and  had  their  ship  been  so 
given  up,  the  Defendants  must  have  borne  the  expenses  of 
the  sale. 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  CoU,  for  the  Defendant  Logan, 
and  Mr.  Druce  for  other  Defendants  interested  in  Th^ 
Imogene  or  her  cargo,  contended  that  the  Plaintifb  should 
be  charged  with  the  amount  of  the  gross  proceeds  of  the 
sale,  without  any  deduction. 

The  value  of  the  ship,  according  to  the  Act,  was  her  value 
at  the  moment  before  the  collision:  Dobree  v.  Schrdder{a), 
Africom  Steam,  Ship  Compcmy  v.  Svxinzy(b).  And  where 
the  ship  that  has  done  the  damage  is  afterwards  brought 
home  and  sold,  her  value  is  the  amoimt  of  what  she  actually 
fetches,  plus  a  sum  representing  the  subsequent  deteriorar 
tion  in  her  value.  If  the  costs  in  question  were  deducted, 
the  Plaintif&,  upon  the  same  principle,  might  throw  upon 
the  Defendants  the  expenses  of  bringing  The  Falcon  homa 

Mr.  BaggaUy,  in  reply,  did  not  dispute  the  allowance  for 
deterioration. 


JudffmenL      VICR-ChANCELLOR  SiR  W.   PAGE  WoOD  : — 

The  value  of  a  ship  is  what  a  purchaser  is  willing  to  give 
for  her.  That  is  to  him  the  value  of  the  ship.  Here  the 
ship  and  freight  together  have  fetched  the  gross  sum  of 
12,7492.  4^:  9(2.,  and  that  sum  the  Plaintiflb  must  pay, 
without  any  deduction  in  respect  of  the  disbursements  and 
fees  incidental  to  the  saloi 


(a)  2  My.  &  Cr.  489. 


(h)  2  K.  &  J.  600. 
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PRICE'S  PATENT  CANDLE  COMPANY  (Limited)      JWyiM. 

V. 

BAUWEN«  PATENT  CANDLE  COMPANY 

(Ldqted). 

X  HE  Plainiiffa  claimed  to  be  the  patentees  of  four  in-     Aecou^ 

ventions  for  the  manufacture  of  candles,  and  for  the  pro-  in/Hi^emeiuqf 
paration  of  fatty  and  oily  matters  and  substances  for  that       '^atfent 

purpose,  according  to  certain  specifications.  Th«  ™1«  "* 

that  this  Court 

On  the  28th  of  November,  1856,  the  Plaintiflfe  filed  their  S^^J^i^^. 
bill  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendants  firom  in-  ^®"  t*imfai- 
firinging  their  several  patents;  and  praying,  also,  an  account  junction,  ap- 

#T  ••         i»  0  1.1  11  P^^  notwith- 

of  the  quantities  of  fatty  and  oily  matters  and  substances  standing  it 
which  had  been  treated  and  operated  upon  by  the  Defen-  Jhaht^^ ** 
dants  in  using  any  of  the  Plaintifis'  alleged  patent  inven-  ti»ati.nnoe  an 

"        "^  ox-  interim  i2\)imo- 

tions;  and  of  all  candles  xnanu&ctured  and  sold  by  them,  in  tion  waamoved 
the  manufacture  or  production  whereof  or  of  the  materials  lendants  have 
or  substances  used  therein,  the  arts  and  processes  or  modes  ^^o^^had\he 
of  manufacture,  the  subject  of  the  Plaintiffs'  inventions  or  ^^  ^^^^ 

been  then  soffi* 

any  of  them,  had  been  used  by  the  Defendants;  and  of  denthrascer- 
the  gains  and  profits  which  the  Defendants  had  made  court  woold 
thereby.  ^^^a^^ 

selling. 

On  the  3rd  of  December,  1856,  the  Pkintifis  gave  notice 
of  motion  for  an  interim  injunction  for  the  10th  of  that 
month. 

On  the  8th  of  December,  1856,  the  Plaintiffs'  first 
patent  expired. 

On  the  lOih  of  December,  1856,  the  motion  was  heard 
by  the  yice-Chancellor,  who  ordered  it  to  stand  over  until 
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the  hearing,  the  PlaintifiGs  undertakiiig  to  bring  actions; 
the  costs  to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 

Actions  were  tried  between  the  parties,  and  resulted  in 
a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiflh  upon  the  first  patent^  and  in 
verdicts  for  the  Defendants  upon  the  second,  third,  and 
fourth  patents. 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

It  was  admitted  at  the  bar,  that,  down  to  the  8th  of 
December,  1856,  when  the  first  patent  expired,  the  De- 
fendants continued  to  carry  on  the  process  of  which  the 
PlaintifiEs  complained  as  an  invasion  of  that  patent  But 
it  was  denied  that  the  Defendants  had  now  in  their  posses- 
sion any  of  the  candles,  matters,  or  substances,  of  which 
the  bill  sought  to  have  an  account  taken. 


ArgummL  ^1**  Fooks  and  Mr.  WebsUTy  for  the  Plaintiflh,  contended, 
that,  as  to  the  first  patent,  they  were  entitled  to  an  account: 
when  that  patent  expired  the  Defendants'  works  were  in 
full  operation,  and  it  was  impossible  to  suppose  that  they 
could  have  sold  all  their  stock  during  the  two  days  which 
intervened  before  the  motion  was  heard. 

[They  cited  Crosdey  v.  Beverley  (a),  and  Mavman  v. 
Teggm 

Mr.  Hcbhouee  for  the  Defendants,  the  company : — 

It  is  now  eighteen  months  since  the  Plaintifls'  patent 
expired,  and  the  Defendants  have  not  a  single  article  left 
of  which  the  bill  seeks  to  restrain  them  firom  disposing. 

(a)  1  R.  &  M.  166,  n.;  8.  C^  Webster^s  Patent  Cues,  119. 
(b)  2  Run.  385. 
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The  Vige-Chancbllor. — But  they  must  have  had  when 
the  bill  was  filed. 

Mr.  Hobfumae. — No  doubt;  and  down  to  the  8th  of 
Dec^oiber,  when  the  patent  expired  But  everything  has 
since  been  disposed  of,  otherwise  it  would  have  perished 
from  natural  causea  And  the  rule  is,  that,  if  at  the  hear- 
ing a  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  an  injunction,  he  can 
have  no  right  to  an  account,  which,  from  the  extreme  diffi- 
culty of  taking  it,  the  Court  never  grants,  unless  it  be  the 
absolute  right  of  the  Plaintiff:  BaUy  v.  Taylor  (a),  Smith  v. 
The  London  and  Sovth  Western  Railway  Oopmany  (b). 
The  only  exception  is,  where,  as  in  Croaaley  v.  Beverley  {c), 
there  has  been  a  fraudulent  concealment  of  the  manu- 
facture, with  a  view  to  throw  the  manufactured  articles 
upon  the  market^  so  soon  as  the  Plaintiff's  patent  ex- 
pired((i). 


1858. 


JLTffUHMtttt 


Mr.  H.  R.  Farrer  appeared  for  other  Defendants  in  the 
same  interest. 

Mr.  Fooks,  in  reply,  contended  that  this  was,  in  effect^ 
the  hearing  of  the  motion ;  the  Court  would  try  the 
question  as  if  it  were  the  10th  of  December,  1856,  when 
the  motion  was  made ;  and  it  was  now  apparent,  though 
not  then  in  evidence,  that  at  that  date  the  Defendants  were 
in  possession  of  a  stock  of  articles,  which,  had  the  facts  and 
law  been  then  before  the  Court,  they  would  have  been  re- 
strained from  selling.  If  an  injunction  could  have  been 
granted  then,  it  was  hard  if  the  Court  could  not  grant  an 
account  now. 


(a)  1  Ru88.  &  My.  73. 

(h)  Kay,  408. 

{c)l   Rus«.    &    My.   166,  n.; 

VOT*  IV.  B 


S,  C,  Webster's  Reports  of  Pa- 
tent Cases,  119. 
{d)  Kay,  415,  416. 
B  B 
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1858.       Yice-Chakcellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood: — 

As  regards  the  first  of  the  Plaintifis'  patents,  I  find  no 
small  difficulty  in  granting  them  a  decree  for  an  account 

I  must  adhere  to  the  observations  I  made  in  Smith  v. 
The  LoTidan  amd  South  Western  RaUvxiy  Compa/ny(a)^ 
as  to  the  right  to  an  account  being  dependant  mainly  upon 
the  right  to  an  injunction,  so  that  if  for  any  reason  an  in- 
junction cannot  be  obtained,  there  can  be  no  right  to  an 
account; — a  rule  for  which  there  is  good  reason,  since  the 
questions  inyolved  in  taking  accounts  of  the  particular 
instances  in  which  patents  have  been  infringed,  and  of  the 
profits  thereby  made,  are  questions  of  great  nicety  and 
difficulty,  and  never  tend  to  any  satisfactory  result  Lord 
Cottenham'a  observations  in  Croasley  v.  The  Derby  Oas- 
Light  Company  (b),  show  the  great  difficulty  which  must 
arise  in  taking  accounts  of  this  nature,  and  how  reluctant 
the  Court  should  be  to  assume  this  species  of  jurisdiction, 
where  it  is  not  the  right  of  the  suitor  to  call  for  its  ex- 
ercise. 

Then,  as  regards  the  Plaintiffi'  right  to  an  injunction,  it 
is  now  very  properly  admitted,  that^  down  to  the  8th  of 
December,  1 856,  when  the  patent  expired,  the  process  of  in- 
fringement was  going  on.  Articles  of  which  the  bill  seeks 
an  account^  must,  at  that  time,  have  been  in  the  possession 
of  the  Defendants,  and  could  not  be  manu&ctured  into  can- 
dles, much  less  sold,  during  the  two  days  which  intervened 
before  the  10th  of  December,  when  the  motion  for  an  in- 
junction was  heard.  On  the  10th  of  December,  therefore, 
a  stock  of  these  articles  must  have  been  still  in  the  De- 
fendants' possession;  and  that  being  so,  it  follows,  that,  had 
I  then  been  clear  as  to  the  question  of  right  which  has 
since  been  established  at  law, — or,  rather,  had  that  question 

(a)  Kay,  408.  (6)  My.  &  Cr.  434  &  seq. 
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been  then  established  at  law  as  it  has  since  been, — the  Plain- 
ti£b  would  have  been  entitled  to  an  injunction.  But  it 
does  not  by  any  means  follow,  that^  because  the  Flaintiffii 
would  then  have  been  entitled  to  an  injunction,  if  all  the 
&cts  and  the  law  had  been  so  clearly  ascertained  as  to  au- 
thorise  the  interference  of  the  Court,  therefore,  they  are  now 
entitled  to  the  same  relief,  at  a  time  when  it  may  well  be 
that  an  injunction  would  be  utterly  useless,  in  consequence 
of  there  being  nothing  left  upon  which  it  could  operata 
It  is  the  misfortune  of  the  PlaintifiGs,  that,  when  they  made 
their  interlocutory  application,  their  case  was  not  esta- 
blished with  sufficient  clearness  to  enable  them  to  ob- 
tain an  interim  injunction.  And  if  the  stock  of  goods, 
which  they  might  then  have  restrained  the  Defendants 
from  selling,  has  since  been  sold,  there  being  nothing  at 
the  hearing  for  the  Court  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from 
selling,  the  Court  cannot  proceed  to  give  further  relief  by 
way  of  acoount 


1S58. 

Pbiob*8 

Patert 
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The  question,  therefore,  seems  to  resolve  itself  into  this : 
whether,  in  the  absence  of  any  further  information  on  the 
subject,  I  can  assume  that  the  entire  stock  has  been  sold, 
and  that  nothing  remains  of  that  stock  of  goods  of  which 
the  Defendants  were  in  possession  when  the  interlocutory 
application  was  made,  now  a  year  and  a  half  ago.  It  seems 
to  me,  that,  if  the  Plaintiffs  wish  for  an  inquiry  on  that 
subject^  it  should  be  granted ;  but  1  am  afraid  it  would  be 
useless. 


It  is  an  unfortimate  position  for  the  Plaintifis,  but  the 
misfortune  arises  from  their  delay  in  not  filing  the  bill 
until  their  patent  had  almost  expired.  Their  patent  is 
gone;  and  whatever  may  now  appear,  ex  post  facto,  to  have 
been  their  rights  when  they  applied  for  the  interlocutory 
injunction,  if,  at  the  hearing,  there  is  nothing  upon  which 
ftn  mjunction  can  operate,  the  arm  of  the  Court  is  stayed, 

B  B  B  2 
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IS5B.  and  I  am  bound  bj  the  authorities  to  saj,  that,  there  heing 
at  the  hearing  nothing  to  which  the  jurisdiction  of  equity 
can  attach,  the  case  is  reduced  to  damages,  and  the  bill 
must  be  out  of  Comri 

The  result  is  this,  that,  as  regards  the  first  patent,  if  aQ 
JudgmmL  inquiij  is  asked,  there  must  be  an  inquiry  whether  there 
are  now  remaining  unsold  any  fatty  or  oily  matters  and 
substances  which  were  treated  and  operated  upon  by  the 
Defendants  in  using  that  invention  prior  to  the  8th  of  De- 
cember, ]  856,  or  any  candles  manu&ctured  as  mentioned 
in  the  prayer  of  the  bill  before  that  date.  I  must  give  the 
Plaintiff  the  benefit  of  the  jurisdiction,  if  there  is  any- 
thing upon  which  the  injunction  could  operate.  In  the 
meantime,  the  Defendants  must  undertake  not  to  dispose 
of  such  articles,  if  any.  If  it  shall  appear  that  there 
are  any  of  such  articles  remaining,  I  must  reserve  further 
consideration.  It  is  unfortunate,  but  I  cannot  make  a 
prospective  order.  If  it  shall  appear  that  there  is  nothing 
remaining,  I  can  only  dismiss  the  bill ;  dnce,  in  that  case, 
I  shall  have  nothing  to  operate  upon  by  way  of  injunction. 
I  strongly  adhere  to  the  decisions  upon  that  point  If  no 
inquiry  is  asked,  the  bill  will  also  be  dismissed.  But  if  the 
bill  is  dismissed,  it  will  be  without  costs.  I  certainly  should 
not  tiiink  of  giving  costs  in  such  a  case. 


The  original  motion,  of  which  the  costs  were  made  costs 
in  the  cause,  will  follow  exactiy  the  same  coursa  It  is  a 
littie  hard  upon  the  Plaintiffi,  for  if  I  had  known  the  &cts 
then,  as  I  know  them  now,  I  should  have  found  some- 
thing then  existing  upon  which  an  injvinction  could  have 
operated. 


As  regards  the  second,  third,  and  fourth  patents,  the  bill 
will  be  dismissed  with  costs. 
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AUSTRALIAN  AUXILIARY  STEAM  CLIPPER        JmeiBth. 
COMPANY  (LnoTED) 

V. 

MOUNSEY  AND  OTHERS. 

X  HE  PlaintifiEB  were  a  joint  stock  company  with  limited  Sk^ppmg  Com- 
liability,   estabKshed   and    incorporated    pursuant  to  the  ^^rJ^^!^ 
Joint  Stock  Companies  Act,  1866,  and  were  now  in  course  J^^^!^^^sH 
of  being  wound  up  voluntarily.  — 19  #  20  vict. 

c.  47. 


The  3rd  clause  of  the  memorandum  of  association  of  the  Directors  of  a 
Plaintifis'  company  was  as  follows: — "The  objects  for  ^^^th^™ 
which  the  company  is  established  are  to  purchase  a  num-  Hf"*f^  ^*^^" 

*^     ''  *  lity,  having 

ber  of  vessels,  and  to  run  them  between  England  and  power  by  the 
AuatraliaT^T  between  any  other  countries  or  places  that  articles  of  as- 
may  be  deemed  desirable,  or  to  let  out  the  same  for  hire,  Jusuch'act^^ 
and  generally  to  transact  the  business  of  shipowners.*'  ^  *^«  <?>m. 

"  ^  'pany  might  do, 

not  being  acts 

By  the  Plaintiffs'  articles  of  association  it  was  provided,  J^J^g^t 
that  the  regulations  for  the  management  of  a  company.  Companies 
contained  in  table  B.  in  the  schedule  to  the  Joint  Stock  &Vo  Vict  0. 
Companies  Act,  1866,  should  not  apply;  and  that,  in  their  ^^^^p^ 
stead,  others  should  be  substituted,  by  one  of  which  it  was  articles  of  as- 

,  sociation  re- 

declared,  that  the  company  might,  with  the  sanction  of  the  quired  to  be 
company,  previously  given  in  general  meeting,  increase  its  company  in 
capital     Another  of  the  regulations  so  substituted  (the  ^"^J^^^^^. 
56th)  was  as  follows : — "  The  business  of  the  company,  and  er  to  borrow 

money  for  the 

aU  matters  relating  to  the  company  and  the  affairs  thereof,  purposes  of  the 
shall  be  controlled,  managed,  and  regulated  by  the  directors,  mor^^g^ 
who  may  from  time  to  time  appoint  and  remove  such  *Jj?  company's 
inaaager,  secretary,  clerks,  and  other  officers  and  servants 
of  the  company,  at  such  salaries  and  with  such  powers  and 
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duties  as  the  directors  shall  think  fity  and  may  appoint  and 
remove  the  solicitors,  bankers,  and  brokers  of  the  company, 
and  may  exercise  and  do  all  such  powers,  discretions,  acts^ 
deeds,  and  things  which  the  company  might  exercise  and 
do,  as  are  not  by  the  'Joint  Stock  Companies  Act^  1856,' 
or  by  these  articles  declared  to  be  exercisable  or  done  by 
the  company  in  general  meeting,  subject  nevertheless  to 
the  regulations  of  these  articles,  to  the  provisions  of  the 
'Joint  Stock  Companies  Act,  1856,'  and  to  such  regulations 
(being  not  inconsistent  with  the  aforesaid  r^^ations  or 
provisions)  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  company  in  general 
meeting ;  but  no  regulation  made  by  the  company  in  general 
meeting  shall  invalidate  any  prior  act  of  the  directors,  which 
would  have  been  valid  if  such  regulation  had  not  been  mada" 


On  the  4th  of  August,  1857,  at  an  extraordinary  general 
meeting  of  the  company,  duly  held  for  that  purpose^  the 
following  special  resolution  was  duly  passed  :—*' That  the 
company  be  empowered,  by  the  issue  of  debentures^  to 
raise  such  sum  of  money  as  it  may  require,  not  exceeding 
in  whole  50,0002.,  and  be  authorised  to  assign  the  com- 
pany's vessels  to  trustees  to  secure  the  due  payment  of  the 
principal  and  interest  to  be  secured  thereby.'' 

This  resolution  was  subsequentiy  confirmed  at  another 
general  meeting  of  the  Plainti£b'  company. 


The  bill  stated  the  forgoing  facts,  and  then  diaiged  that 
neither  the  company  nor  the  directors  ever  issued  any 
debentures,  or  mortgaged  their  vessek  or  any  of  them, 
pursuant  to  the  special  resolution,  or  otherwise  acted  4ipon 
that  resolution;  but  the  directors  improperly,  and  without 
authority,  affixed  the  company's  seal  to  two  instruments; 
dated  August,  1857,  purporting  to  be  a  mortgage,  with 
power  of  sale,  of  The  Istambaid,  one  of  the  Plamtifib' 
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vessels,  to  the  Defendant  Mav/naey,  as  trustee  for  the 
IforihumberUmd  and  Durham  Bamkmg  Company,  for 
securing  25,0002^,  of  which  17,000^  was  then  akeady  due 
to  the  bank  firom  the  PlaintifiEb  in  respect  of  bills  of  exchange 
accepted  by  the  Plajntifls,  and  the  rest  was  paid  by  the 
bank  to  or  by  the  order  of  the  directors  of  the  Plaintiffi' 
company. 

The  bill  stated,  that^  previously  to  the  execution  of  the 
instruments  of  October,  1857,  the  directors  of  the  PlaintLBb' 
company  had  improperly,  and  without  authority,  affixed 
the  company's  seal  to  certain  other  instruments,  purporting 
to  be  mortgages  of  other  three  ships  of  the  company  (being 
all  which  the  Phdntifib  possessed)  for  securing  balances 
due  firom  the  company.  And  it  charged,  that,  when  the 
seal  of  the  company  was  affixed  to  the  instruments  of 
October,  1857,  the  Defendants  had  notice  of  that  circum- 
stance. 

The  bill  prayed,  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  seal 
of  the  company  had  been  affixed  to  the  instruments  of 
October,  1857>  improperly,  and  without  any  sufficient 
authority ;  and  that  orders  might  be  given  for  the  delivery 
up  of  those  instruments,  and  for  vesting  the  IstamhovZ  in 
the  Plaintiffi^,  and  enabling  them  to  dispose  of  the  vessel, 
and  receive  the  freight  and  earnings,  freed  firom  the  mort- 
gages thereby  created.  It  also  prayed  for  an  injunction, 
upon  the  footing  of  the  above  declaration  (a). 

The  Defendants,  the  banking  company,  demurred  gene- 
rally for  want  of  equity. 


1868. 


Mr.  James ^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Oiffard,  in  support  of  the 
demurrer: — 


(a)  It  was  arranged  at  the 
hearing  that  the  4th  paragraph 
of  the  prayer,  which  prayed  that 


the  Plaintiffs  might  he  at  liherty 
to  redeem  the  vessel,  should  he 
taken  as  stmck  out  of  the  hill. 


AffftunttU* 
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1858.  The  question   is,   simply,  whether    the  diieciois  had 

power  to  borrow  money  upon  a  mortgage  of  one  of  the 
company's  ships;  and  it  is  dear  that  they  had  The  55th 
clause  of  the  articles  of  association  provides*  that  the  direc- 
tors may  do  all  acts  which  the  company  might  do,  and 
Arymnem.  ^^ch  are  not  required  by  the  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act> 
1.856»  or  by  the  articles  themselves,  to  be  done  by  the 
company  in  general  meeting.  Borrowing  money  upon  sodi 
a  mortgage  was  not  an  act  for  which  a  general  meetmg 
was  required,  and  it  was  clearly  an  act  which  the  company 
might  have  done.  The  mortgage  was  a  contract  under  the 
conunon  seal  of  the  company,  made  on  the  company's 
behalf,  by  persons  acting  under  the  implied  authority  of  the 
company ;  and,  by  the  41st  section  of  the  Joint  Stock 
Companies  Act,  1856,  it  is  enacted,  that  all  contracts  so 
made  shall  be  eiFectual  in  law,  and  shall  be  binding  upon 
the  company  and  their  successors.  So  &r  from  the  Act 
excluding  mortgages  from  the  contracts  which  may  be 
concluded  on  behalf  of  companies  incorporated  under  its 
provisions,  the  44th  section  contains  express  directions  as 
to  how  mortgages  are  to  be  made. 

The  powers  given  by  the  resolution  of  August,  1857, 
were  merely  cumulative. 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Sagshatoe,  jun.,  in  support  of 
the  bill:— 

First,  the  directors  had  no  power  to  raise  money  by 
mortgaging  the  company's  ships;  for  such  an  act  was  not 
within  the  powers  of  a  general  meeting  of  the  company. 
The  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act,  1856,  contains  nothing  to 
alter  the  ordinary  law  of  partnership  on  this  subject;  and 
by  that  law,  although  one  partner  may  bind  another  by  a 
bUl  of  exchange,  yet,  when  a  deed  is  required  (and  by  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854(a),  a  deed  would  be  required 


(a)  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104. 
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in  order  to  efifeot  a  mortgage  of  a  ship),  no  partner,  or  i85S. 
majority  of  the  partners,  can  bind  the  firm.  And  here,  from  AusnuLulN 
the  very  nature  and  objects  of  this  company,  it  stands  to  q  ^^ 
reason  that  such  an  act  could  never  have  been  contem- 
plated. The  company  was  established  for  the  purpose  of 
making  profit^  not  by  buying  and  selling  ships,  but  by 
sailing  them.  The  ships  were  the  instruments  by  which 
that  trade  was  to  be  carried  on.  The  company  owned  them 
solely  to  enable  them  to  cany  on  that  trade;  and  it  is 
impossible  that  any  one  partner  or  majority  of  partners 
could  do  an  act  which  would  bring  the  entire  business  of 
the  company  to  an  end.  Suppose  a  firm  of  four  partners, 
roistered  owners  of  a  ship,  and  that  two  have  the  fullest 
power  to  do  all  acts  requisite  for  carrying  on  the  business  of 
the  firm,  that  business  being  to  trade  by  means  of  the  ship, 
they  could  not  do  an  act  which  would  necessarily  deprive 
the  firm  of  the  power  of  carrying  on  their  trade.  Their 
powers  are  to  do  aU  such  acts  as  shall  be  necessary  to 
enable  the  firm  to  carry  an,  not  to  atop,  their  trade. 


But,  secondly,  assuming  that  a  majority  of  the  company 
had  such  a  power,  and  that  such  a  power  was  ever  delegated 
to  the  directors,  it  was,  in  fact,  revoked  by  the  resolution  of 
August,  1857.  It  is  impossible  to  contend  that  the  powers 
given  by  that  resolution  were  merely  cumulative.  Tlie 
object  of  the  resolution  was,  to  limit  the  amount  to  be 
raised  by  the  directors  under  their  previous  powers,  what- 
ever they  might  be ;  and,  after  it  was  passed,  it  was  impos- 
sible for  the  directors  to  exercise  their  previous  powers, 
except  in  the  modified  form  prescribed  by  that  resolution. 

The  yiC&CHA^CELLOB. — ^Thd  bill  does  not  aver  that 
the  money  was  not  wanted  for  the  purposes  of  the  com- 
pany. 


Mr.  BoU. — But  it  avers  what  is  equivalent,  viz.  that  the 
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1858.  company  has  four  ships,  and  no  more;  and  that  all  those 
ships  have  been  mortgaged.  If  this  had  been  an  ordinaiy 
company  with  unlimited  liability,  the  directors  might  have 
had  some  pretext  for  what  they  have  done.  But^  in  the 
case  of  a  limited  company,  they  were  bound  to  stop,  before 
Argument     gQ^h  a  Step  was  neoossary. 

[The  following  cases.were  also  referred  to :  The  Official 
Ma/nager  of  the  AiheTueum  Life  Insurance  Society  y. 
Pooley(a),  Ex  parte  The  Worcester  Com  Exchange  Com- 
pam,y(b),  In  re  TJie  Sea  Fire  and  Life  Assuraohce  Com- 
pomy,  Greenwood' 8  case(c),  and  Ernest  v.  Nich6Us{d).] 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 


Judgment      ViCB-ChANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PaGE  WoOD  :— 

It  is  clear  to  me  that  this  demurrer  must  be  allowed. 

The  question  is,  what  were  the  powers  of  the  directors  of 
the  Plaintiffb'  company  under  their  memorandum  and 
articles  of  association. 


Now,  the  third  clause  of  the  memorandum  of  associatioii 
declares,  that  the  objects  for  which  the  company  is  esta- 
blished are,  to  purchase  a  number  of  vessels,  to  run  them 
between  Englamd  and  Australia,  or  between  any  other 
countries  or  places  that  may  be  deemed  desirable,  or  to  let 
out  the  same  for  hire,  and  generally  to  transact  the  busmess 
of  shipowners. 

The  55th  clause  of  the  articles  of  association  provides, 


(a)  4  Jut.,  N.  S.,  871. 
Ih)  3  D.  M.  G.  180. 


(c)  Id.  459. 

(d)  6  H.  L.  C.  401. 
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that  the  busmess  of  the  company,  and  all  matters  relating 
to  the  company  and  the  affaurs  thereof,  shall  be  controlled, 
managed,  and  r^ulated  by  the  directors,  who  (among  other 
things  there  specified)  "  may  exercise  and  do  all  such 
powers,  discretions,  acts,  deeds,  and  things,  which  the  com- 
pany might  exercise  and  do,  as  are  not  by  the  Joint  Stock 
Companies  Act,  1856,  or  by  these  articles  declared  to  be 
exercisable  or  done  by  the  company -in  general  meeting; 
subject,  nevertheless,  to  the  regulations  in  these  articles,  to 
the  provisions  of  the  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act,  1856,  and 
to  such  regulations  (being  not  inconsistent  with  the  afore- 
said regulations  or  provisions)  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the 
company  in  general  meeting ;  but  no  regulation  made  by 
the  company  in  general  meeting  shall  invalidate  any  prior 
act  of  the  directors  which  would  have  been  valid  if  such 
r^ulation  had  not  been  mada'' 


1858. 


Judgment 


Now,  it  is  plain  from  that  clause,  that  the  directors  are 
empowered  to  do  everything  which  the  company  itself 
might  do,  and  which  is  not  required  either  by  the  Joint 
Stock  Companies  Act,  or  by  the  articles  of  association  of 
the  company,  to  be  done  by  a  general  meeting  of  the 
shareholders. 

The  question,  therefore,  resolves  itself  into  this  simple 
form : — Whether,  except  for  this  transfer  of  their  powers 
under  the  articles  of  association,  this  company  could  not 
nuse,  by  mortgagee  of  their  ships,  the  money  required  for 
the  purposes  of  their  business. 


The  act  complained  of  is  simply,  that,  the  company 
having  already  mortgaged  all  their  ships  but  one,  and  being 
in  want  of  a  further  sum  of  money  for  the  purposes  of  their 
husiness,  the  directors  apply  to  the  bankers,  who  are  already 
creditors  of  the  company,  to  advance  the  requisite  sum ;  and 
finding  that  the  bankers  require  security  as  well  for  their 
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past  as  for  future  advanoeB,  they  make  a  mortgage  to 
a  trustee  for  the  bank  of  one  of  the  company^s  ships. 

Without  relying  upon  the  word  "  deed,''  which,  it  may 
be  argued,  is  not  to  be  constnied  in  the  55th  clause  in  its 
technical  sense  of  an  instrument  under  seal,  the  question  u. 
whether  the  act  I  have  described  was  an  act  which  the 
company  might  have  done,  and  which  neither  the  Joint 
Stock  Companies  Act^  1856,  nor  the  Plainti£b'  artides  of 
association,  required  to  be  done  by  the  company  in  general 
meeting. 

It  was  aigued,  that  it  was  not  such  an  act;  first,  because 
in  any  partnership,  a  majority  of  the  partners  would  have 
no  power  to  bind  a  minority  by  executing  a  deed ;  that,  the 
moment  a  deed  under  seal  is  required,  the  power  of  a 
majority  is  at  an  end.  But  that  argument  overlooks  this 
most  important  distinction,  thaty  in  an  ordinary  partnerahip 
firm,  the  firm. is  not  a  body  corporate;  in  the  present  case 
the  Plaintiffs'  company  are  a  body  oorporata  The  ques- 
tion to  be  determined  is,  what  are  the  powers  of  such  a 
body  ?  And  it  is  clear  that  a  majority  of  the  members  of 
a  body  corporate  must  have  powers  of  this  description,  be- 
cause,  except  through  the  medium  of  a  majority,  no  incor- 
porated company  can  act  I  am  not  now  considering  the 
powers  of  a  majority  of  a  body  corporate  to  efifect  a  dissolu- 
tion ;  that  is  a  matter  not  falling  within  the  scope  of  the 
corporate  business.  This  is  an  act  dearty  fidling  within  the 
scope  of  the  corporate  business,  and  is  one  which  the  com- 
pany must  clearly  have  the  power  to  da  Otherwise,  if  a 
ship  were  once  upon  the  register,  it  might  be  impossible  to 
get  her  off;  she  might  rot  before  it  would  be  possible  for 
the  company  to  sell  or  exchange  her. 

It  was  said,  that^  looking  to  the  objects  for  which  the 
Plaintifib'  company  was  established,  the  act  complained  of 
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could  not  be  said  to  fall  within  the  scope  of  the  corporate 
business,  the  business  of  this  company  being  to  make 
profit,  not  by  trafficking  in  the  sale  of  ships,  but  by  sailing 
them;  and  that»  the  ships  being  the  instruments  with  which 
ihey  carry  on  their  trade  as  a  company,  to  mortgage  them, 
so  &r  from  falling  within  the  corporate  business,  would  be 
&tal  to  the  very  objects  for  which  they  were  established. 
But  I  cannot  conceive  that  a  shipping  company,  having 
eight  vessels  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  a  business  like 
this,  if  they  have  occasion  to  buy  a  ninth,  are  precluded 
upon  any  ground  of  this  description  from  mortgaging  one 
of  the  eight  for  that  purposa 
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If  then  this  company  had  this  power,  the  question,  except 
as  to  the  argument  founded  upon  the  special  resolution  of 
August^  1857,  is  at  an  end.  I  find  no  clause  in  the  articles 
of  association  directing  how  money  is  to  be  raised  for  carry- 
ing on  the  business  of  the  company.  Tet  every  concern 
of  this  description  requires  money,  from  time  to  time,  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  it  oa  And  nothing  being  specified 
as  to  borrowing,  the  measures  to  be  adopted  for  that  pur- 
pose are  precisely  those  which  it  would  fall  within  the  pro- 
vince of  the  directors  to  take,  until  checked  by  some  regu- 
lation of  the  company  in  general  meeting,  as  prescribed  by 
the  55th  clause  of  the  articles  of  association. 


Then,  as  regards  the  special  resolution  of  August,  1857, 
the  bill  avers,  that,  in  August^  1867,  at  an  extraordinary 
general  meeting  of  the  company  duly  held  for  that  purpose, 
the  following  special  resolution  was  duly  passed  : — ^"That 
the  company  be  empowered,  by  the  issue  of  debentures,  to 
raise  such  sum  of  money  as  it  may  require,  not  exceeding  in 
the  whole  50,0002.,  and  be  authorised  to  assign  the  company's 
vessels  to  trustees  to  secure  the  due  payment  of  the  principal 
and  interest  to  be  secured  thereby."  But  unless  that  clause 
strictly  prohibits  the  directors  from  borrowing  money,  and 
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making  a  mortgage  for  that  purpose,  in  the  manner  they 
have  done,  all  that  it  can  mean  is  this : — "  Whereas,  yoo, 
the  directors,  have  abeady  these  general  powers  of  hoirow- 
rowing  money,  and  assigning  the  company's  vessels  for 
that  purpose,  we  now  point  out  to  you  a  particular  way  as 
to  which  there  might  be  some  question,  whether  you^  (nay, 
more,  there  might  be  a  question  whether  even  the  com- 
pany) ''  would  have  a  power  of  borrowing.''  That  woiild 
be  a  very  natural  resolution  to  pass  (assuming  the  meet- 
ing to  have  had  the  power  of  passing  it) ;  for  clearly  no 
prudent  director  would  ever  have  thought  of  issuing  de- 
bentures as  there  mentioned,  without  the  authority  of  sach 
a  resolution.  And  the  question,  therefore,  comes  to  this: 
whether,  because  directors  require  a  special  power  for  such 
an  extraordinary  transaction  as  that  of  borrowing  money 
on  behalf  of  the  company  by  means  of  debentures,  there- 
fore they  require  a  special  power  for  such  an  ordinary 
transaction  as  that  of  borrowing  money  by  the  meaos 
which  these  directors  have  adopted. 


It  appears  to  me,  that  the  directors  were  at  liberty  to 
raise  the  money  in  question  in  the  manner  they  have  done, 
until  arrested  by  some  regulation  prescribed  by  the  com- 
pany in  general  meeting.  There  is  no  allegation  of  fraud, 
nor  any  allegation  that  the  money  which  has  been  secured 
was  not  wanted  for  the  purposes  of  the  company.  The 
demurrer,  therefore,  must  be  allowed. 
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BRISTOW  V.  WHITMORK  jfoyiMcfsyo. 

In  1866  the  Plwntiflf,  the  master  of  the  ship  Kenilworih,    Jm-isdiethi^ 
of  which  one  Towse  was  the  sole  owner,  concluded  two    c.  86, «.  so— 
charterparties  with  the  Commissioners  of  the  Admiralty,     ^^^^^T^ 
for  the  conveyance  of  troops  by  his  ship  from  the  Maiir-        - — 
ritvas,  and  from  the  Cape  of  Oood  Hope  to  Oravesend,  nojansdiotion, 
and  thereby  agreed  to  supply  them,  while  on  board,  with  21  wS^sro- 
provisions,  and  to  put  up  at  the  expense  of  the  ship  such  fg^^jg'^i^^' 
fittings,  berths,  and  other  articles  as  might  be  required  for  o.  86.  or  other- 

,    .  wise,  to  make 

toeir  use.  a  dedaration 

of  right,  nnless 
it  be  one  upon 

In  supplying  provisions  and  puttbg  up  fittings,  as  re-  which  the 

quired  by  these  charterparties,  the  Plaintiff  incurred  ex-  act,  if  required, 

penses,  which  he  defrayed  partly  out  of  his  own  moneys,  TOn»e^«aiLl 

and  partly  by  means  of  bills  drawn  on  the  owner.  i^^* 

Where  the 
declaration 

The  Plaintiff  performed  his  part  of  the  contract;   but^  sought  is  not 
shortly  after  his  arrival  in  England^  Towse,  the  owner  of  the  Court  has' 
the  ship,  was  adjudicated  bankrupt^  the  bills  drawn  on  him  ^  ^tertain^ 
by  the  Plaintiff  were  dishonoured,  and  conflicting  claims,  to  *^«  ""•• 
the  amount  of  the  ship's  earnings,  were  advanced,  as  well 
OS  the  part  of  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy,  as  also  by  the 
Defendants  Robmaon  and  Flemmg,  who  claimed  under  a 
mortgage  made  by  Towae  previously  to  his  bankruptcy. 

The  Commissioners  of  the  Admiralty  having  refused  to 
pay  the  amounts  in  qiiestion  until  the  right  thereto  should 
he  determined  by  some  competent  tribunal,  the  Plaintiff 
now  filed  his  bill  against  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy 
of  Thwse,  and  against  Robinson  and  Fleming,  praying, 
(1)  A  declaration  that  he  was  entitled  to  be  repaid  out  of 
the  moneys  due  from  the  Commissioners  of  the  Admiralty 
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the  sums  so  paid  by  him  as  aforesaid,  and  to  be  indemnified 
out  of  the  same  moneys  against  all  claims  and  demands  on 
account  of  the  bills. — (2.)  That  such  indemnity  might  be 
made  available  for  his  protection  in  such  manner  as  to  the 
Court  should  seem  fit ;  and  (3.)  for  further  relie£ 

The  cause  now  coming  on  to  be  heard, 


ArgumenL  Mr.  AmpMett,  Q.C.,  and  Mr,  E.  MacnaglUeny  for  the 
Defendants  Robinson  and  Fleming,  took  a  preliminaiy 
objection,  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain 
the  suit.  Not  only  did  the  bill  omit  to  ask  any  specific 
relief  but  the  circumstances  of  the  case  were  such  that  no 
relief  could  have  been  granted,  even  if  it  had  been  asked, 
the  question  between  the  parties  being  a  merely  legal 
question  :  and  to  such  a  case  the  power  given  to  the  Court 
by  the  50th  section  of  the  Act^  15  &  16  Vict  a  86,  to 
make  binding  declarations  of  right  without  granting  conse- 
quential relief,  had  no  application :  Rooke  v.  Lord  Kenaing- 
ton{<i)y  Jackson  v.  TumleyQ>). 

Mr.  RoUy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  BaggaUayy  for  the  Plaintiff 
contended,  that,  in  the  2nd  paragraph  of  the  prayer,  the 
Plaintiff  had  asked  specific  relief,  which  the  Court  could 
grant  by  way  of  injunction,  restraining  the  payment  of  the 
moneys  in  question,  except  in  conformity  with  the  dedara- 
tion  prayed  in  the  preceding  paragrapL  They  relied  also 
upon  the  large  wording  of  the  50th  section  of  the  Act,  that 
''no  suit  shall  be  open  to  objection  on  the  ground  that  a 
merely  declaratory  decree  or  order  is  sought  thereby ;  and 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Court  to  make  binding  declarations 
of  right  without  granting  conseqnential  relief." 


(a)  2  K.  &  J.  753. 


{b)  1  Drew.  617. 
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[The  main  question  in  the  suit  was  then  ftigued  de  bene        1858. 

^SSe.]  Bribtow 


Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood:— 

I  feel  great  difficulty  in  determining  the  principal  ques- 
tion between  the  parties,  having  regard  to  the  objection 
taken  by  the  Defendants'  counsel  as  to  the  want  of  juris- 
diction. 

The  recent  Act  (15  &  16  Vict  a  86)  uses  comprehensive 
words,  and  has  given  large  powers  to  the  Court  in  reference 
to  making  binding  declarations  of  right,  without  granting 
consequential  relief;  but  the  Court  has  no  power,  either 
under  that  Act  or  otherwise,  to  make  a  declaration  of 
right,  unless  it  be  one  upon  which  the  Court  could  act,  if 
required,  by  granting  consequential  relief.  Where  such  a 
declaration  is  sought,  consequential  relief  may  be  waived ; 
and  the  Court  is  empowered,  by  the  50th  section,  to  make  a 
declaration  alone  without  granting  relief  But,  where  the 
declaration  sought  is  not  of  that  nature,  the  Court  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  entertain  the  suit 

It  was  argued,  that,  in  this  case,  the  declaration  asked 
was  one  upon  which  the  Court  could  give  relief  by  way  of 
injunction;  but  the  answer  is,  that  the  right  which  the 
Plaintifif  claims  is  a  legal  right,  and  nothing  has  been  done 
by  the  Defendants,  or  by  the  Commissioners  of  the  Admi- 
nJty,  to  prevent  him  from  asserting  that  right  This 
Court  cannot  declare  an  equitable  right  on  behalf  of  the 
legal  owners. 

Mr.  BaggaUay. — Not  in  a  case  where  that  right  cannot 
be  enforced  at  law  ? 
VOL.  IV.  ceo 
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The  Vicj^-Chakcsllob.— But  it  ccm  be  enforced  at 
law  by  petition  of  right  It  is  that  which  causes  the 
difficulty. 

If  the  CommissionerB  of  the  Admiralty  would  pay  the 
fund  into  Court,  then  I  could  act;  but  if  they  dedin^ 
I  have  no  jurisdiction. 

The  cause  may  stand  over,  if  the  PlaintifiE  desires  it,  to 
ascertain  whether  the  Commissioners  of  the  Admiralty  will 
take  that  coursa     Otherwise  the  bill  must  be  dismissed. 


On  a  subsequent  day,  the  Commission's  of  the  Admi- 
ralty having  consented  to  pay  the  fund  into  Court  with 
the  leave  of  the  Court,  the  cause  was  ordered  to  stand  over, 
with  liberty  for  them  to  make  that  payment 


Dee,  aitf.  On  the  2l8t  of  December,  the  ihnd  having  been  psid  into  Court  bj 

— —  the  Commissioiiers  of  the  Admindty,  the  ^oe-Chaaoellor,  at  tbe 

request  of  the  Plaintiff*B  counflel,  delivered  his  judgmeiit  upon  the 
main  question  in  the  suit;  and  by  the  decree  then  made  it  wm 
declared,  that  the  FlaJntifr  was  entitled  to  be  indemnifkd  in  respect  of 
all  expenses  incurred  by  him  nnder  the  charterparties  in  tbe  bOi 
mentioned,  in  supplying  provisions,  and  putting  up  fittings,  berths, 
and  other  articles,  as  required  by  such  charterparties  respectively. 

A  full  report  of  the  latter  judgment  will  appear  in  a  sul 
volume,  the  case,  in  this  respect,  being  one  of  first  impresskm. 
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1857. 

WELCH  V.  KNOTT.  Dee.  22nd. 

jL  he  Flaintifib  carried  on  the  trade  of  manuliEM^urers  and  Trade  Mark— 
vendors  of  soda  water  and  other  aerated  and  mineral  waters,       v**J^|^ 
under  the  firm  of  Jacob  Sehweppe  <fe  Co,,  at  No.  51,  Bem&rB-  J^^^e*^ 
street,  Oa^ord^reet.  ^^  ^  botti« 

stamped  with 
PlaintifFs' 

The  Flaintiffi  sold  their  soda  water  in  bottles,  with  the  ^!^,fbUow^ 
words  "J:  Sehweppe  A  Co.,  51,  Bemefrs-etreet,  Oxfords  by  the  word. 

^^  '        'f  '*  genuine  supe* 

street.  Genuine  Superior  Aerated  Waters''  stamped  or  im-  rior  aerated 
pressed  upon  them  in  the  manufacture,  and  having  pasted  ^teriio^  ma- 
over  the  corks  coloured  labels,  bearing  a  certain  form  of  p^^^^^ 
signature,  consisting  of  the  words  "/  Sekiveppe  A  Co.    By  J?^^®**7i^^ 
special  appointment^"  with^e  form  of  a  crown  and  other  opimoQ,  upon 
erpecial  marks,  constituting  their  trade  mark.  tfaat^Defen^t 

was  not  shown 
to  have  used 

The  bill  averred,  Uiat  the  Defendant  had  sold  soda  water  the  bottles 
in  bottles  stamped  and  impressed  in  the  manufacture  with  i^t^ti^,  or^ 
aimilar  words  and  figures  to  those  stamped  or  impressed  ^^^^^ 
on  the  bottles  used  by  the  Plaintifis^  and  having  pasted  pnbiic. 
over  the  c(xrk  of  eadi  a  paper  label  of  a  similar  colour  to  of  snd/botti^ 
those  used  by  the  Plaintafls,  having  printed  thereon,  in  Ueu  ^o^  in  fact  to 
of  the  signature  J.  Sckweppe  Jk  Co.  &c,  the  words  ''Soda  pubUc,  ai- 
Water  "  in  characters  similar  to  those  in  which  the  signa-  tenti^aUT^' 
ture  was  printed  on  the  PUdntife'  label  and  having  a  simi-  JJJ^gJ^if" 
lar  crown  printed  on  the  top  to  that  printed  on  the  Plain-  Obiur. 
tifis'  label,  such  label  being  a  coburable  imitation  of  the  ^^^'"J^nL 
Plaiutifis'  label,  and  so  printed  and  contrived  as  to  deceive  was  thrown 

,         .  ^.  uponDefend- 

the  eye,  except  upon  close  mspecticn.  ant  of  infttm- 

ing  the  public 
that  it  was  not 

The  Plaintifis'  solicitor,  Mr.  CJvapple,  deposed  by  lus  Piaintiffii' soda 

water  he  was 

affidavit^  that^  on  the  21st  of  September,  he  "preceded  to  sellings 
the  place  of  business  of  the  Defendant,  and  then  and  there  ^^"^^ 

ccc  2 


748 


1857. 


StakmenL 


CASES  m  CHANCERY. 

purchased  a  dozen  bottles  of  soda  water  from  a  Bhopman  of 
the  Defendant ;  and  on  five  of  the  bottles  in  such  dozen 
were  stamped  and  impressed  in  the  manufacture  the  same 
words  and  figures  to  those  stamped  and  impressed  on  the 
bottles  BO  used  by  the  PlaintifiBs,  and  over  the  cork  of  each 
of  the  said  twelve  bottles  was  pasted  a  paper  label  of  a 
similar  colour  to  those  so  used  by  the  Flamti£b  as  afore- 
said.'^  He  identified  a  bottle  made  an  exhibit  as  one  of 
the  bottles  so  purchased 


The  other  averments  in  the  bill  in  reference  to  the  labels 
used  by  the  Defendant  were  not  supported  by  the  evidenca 

On  the  13th  of  October  the  Plaintiff  obtained  an  ex 
parte  injunction,  restraining  the  Defendant  &x>m  usmg  or 
permitting  to  be  used  in  his  trade  or  business,  or  selling  or 
permitting  to  be  sold,  soda  water  in  bottles  similar  to  those 
so  in  use  by  the  Plaintiffs,  as  in  the  bill  mentioned,  having 
the  words  and  figures  "  J.  Schweppe  <b  Co.,  51,  Bemen- 
street,  OxfordrstreeL  Genuine  Superior  Aerated  Waten,'' or 
similar  words  and  figures  stamped  or  impreased  thereon; 
and  from  using  or  permitting  to  be  used  in  his  said  trade 
or  business,  or  selling  or  permitting  to  be  sold,  soda  water 
in  bottles  having  labels  pasted  over  the  corks  thereof  or 
affixed  thereon  similar  to  those  used  by  the  Plaintiffs,  as  in 
the  bill  mentioned,  or  merely  colourably  differing  there- 
from or  being  an  imitation  thereof 


The  Defendant  by  his  answer  stated,  tliat  he  had  occa- 
sionally purchased  lots  of  second-hand  soda  water  botdes^ 
amongst  which  there  had  been  bottles  with  the  names  of 
different  firms^  including  that  of  J.  Schweppe  A  Co.  mould- 
ed thereon ;  and  that  it  was  the  custom  of  the  trade  on  selling 
bottles  of  soda  water  to  take  in  return  for  the  bottles  sold 
an  equal  number  of  similar  bottles,  without  regard  to  what 
names  might  be  moulded  thereon;  also,  that  he  believed 
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the  said  bottles  mentioned  in  Chappie* 8  ajfidavit  were  bottles        1857. 
originally  manu&ctured  for  the  use  of  the  Plaintiffii  and      ^wbl^ 
sold  by  them  to  the  public.  Knoit 

The  answer  also  set  out  letters  written  by  the  Defendant 
to  the  Plaintiffs  since  the  injunction  was  obtained,  in  which 
the  Defendant  had  stated,  that,  if,  in  doing  as  he  had  done, 
he  had  erred,  it  was  inadvertently;  and  that^  understanding 
now  the  PlaintiflEs'  wish  not  to  have  their  marked  bottles  so 
employed,  he  should  not  allow  it  for  the  future,  and  would 
give  the  Plainti£b  a  legal  guarantee  to  insure  this  object 
without  further  proceeding. 


Mr.  RoU^  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Shatter,  for  the  Defendant,      Argtmrnt, 
now  moved  to  dissolve  the  injunction. 

Mr.  Cairns,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Roxburgh,  for  the  Plaintiffi, 
contended,  that  the  evidence  showed  a  fraudulent  user  by 
the  Defendant  of  the  Plaintiffs'  bottles,  with  the  intention 
of  misleading  the  public  into  the  belief  that  the  soda  water 
sold  therein  was  manufactured  by  the  Plaintiffl;  at  all 
events,  it  showed  a  Tiser  by  which  the  public  would,  in  fact, 
be  misled  into  that  belief,  whether  intentionally  or  not  on 
the  part  of  the  Defendant.  And  in  either  case,  the  injunc- 
tion should  be  continued;  for,  according  to  MiUington  v. 
Fox(fl),  to  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  an  injunction,  intentional 
deception  need  not  be  proved. 

The  Defendant's  label,  unlike  that  used  by  other  traders 
in  soda  water,  had  no  name,  and  was  simply  marked 
"soda  water."  Taking,  therefore,  the  labels  and  the  bottles 
together,  the  inscription  ran  "  Soda  Water,  J.  Schweppe  <b 
Co.,  Jkc.'\  amounting  in  effect  to  a  deliberate  statement, 

(a)  3  My.  &  Cr.  338,  352. 
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1857.  that  it  waB  the  Plaintiffi'  manufacture.  The  Defeodant 
had  ten  dozen  of  these  botUes^  which,  upon  his  affidavit^  he 
must  be  taken  to  have  purchased — not  taken  in  exchange 
— ^purchased,  that  is,  designedly  with  a  view  to  selling  in 
them  his  own  soda  water. 

The  Vice-Chancsllob. — It  is  not  an  unimportant  ciiv 
cumstance  in  reference  to  the  question  of  intentional  de* 
oeption,  that,  out  of  the  dozen  botdes  he  is  proved  to  have 
sold,  seven  were  plain,  and  only  five  stamped  with  the 
PUuntiffi'  name. 

Mr.  Cmms. — But  if  that  were  admitted  as  a  defence,  it 
would  enable  anyone  to  violate  a  trade  mark  simply  by  in- 
serting into  every  dozen  articles  sold  a  certain  proportion 
of  an  unobjectionable  kind  Besides,  the  stamped  bottles 
might  be  retailed  to  the  public  separately. 

The  Yicjb^Chancellob. — ^Tou  claim  the  ezdusive  right 
to  the  use  of  these  bottles  for  all  aerated  water&  Now  the 
bottles,  by  their  form,  are  not  adapted  for  any  but  aerated 
tTaters;  so  that  you  are  selling  articles  and  preventing  the 
purchasers  boxxk  using  them. 

Mr.  Cavms. — ^But  we  offer  a  premium  of  Is.  6d.  a  dozen 
for  all  bottles  returned.  And  if  the  public  complain  of  the 
expense  of  returning  them,  those  who  use  them  again  for 
the  sale  of  aerated  waters  are,  at  all  events,  boimd  to  have 
a  label,  stating  expressly  that  the  waters  they  sell  are 
manufactured  by  other  persons  than  the  Plaintiff^  oi* 
negativing  distinctly  the  piimft  £EKde  inference  from  the 
sale  in  bottles  thus  stamped  that  the  thing  sold  is  what  the 
stamp  declares  it 

[They  cited  also  Blomchard  v.  Zfi2Z(a).] 

(a)  2  Atk.  484. 
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A  reply  was  not  heard.  1867. 
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ViCB-ChAKCBUX>B  SlE  W.  Page   WOOP:—  Jftdgmmu. 

This  injunction  must  he  dissolved,  not,  however,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  Defendant  is  at  liherty  to  use  the 
Plaintiffs'  bottles  in  sudi  a  manner  as  to  mislead  the  public 
into  the  belief  that  they  are  purchasing  the  Plaintiffs'  soda 
water,  when,  in  fact,  they  are  purchasing  that  manufactur- 
ed by  himself;  but  under  the  special  circumstances  of  the 
case. 

That  the  Defendant  would  not  be  entitled  to  use  the 
Plaintiffi'  bottles  in  such  a  manner  as,  in  fact^  to  mislead 
the  public,  although  there  might  be  no  intention  on  his 
part  to  mislead,  is  clear.  In  MiUington  v.  Fox{ci),  Lord 
Cottenhami  felt  satisfied,  that,  in  using  the  Plaintiff'  trade 
marks,  the  Defendants  had  no  intention  to  mislead  the 
public;  yet,  inasmuch  as  the  public  were,  in  fact,  misled, 
he  held  that  the  Plainti£&  were  entitled  to  a  perpetual  in- 
junction. It  was  not  sufficient  for  the  Defendants  to  say 
that  they  used  the  marks  in  ignorance  of  their  being  the 
Plaintiffs'  trade  marks. 

How  &r  that  doctrine  is  capable  of  being  reconciled  with 
cases  at  law  in  which  the  scienter  has  been  held  to  be 
essential  in  order  to  enable  the  Plaintiff  to  recover,  it  is  not 
material  to  consider.  In  this  Court,  the  rule  is  clear  as 
laid  down  in  MUlmgton  v.  Fox.  And  in  accordance  with 
that  rule,  I  held,  in  Baas' 8  case,  that  no  one  was  at  liberty 
to  sell  ale  not  made  by  Bass  in  bottles  marked  with  his 
label,  and  so  mislead  the  public. 

(a)  8  My.  &  Cr.  338,  362. 
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1657.  Whether,  in  selling  his  soda  water  in  botUes  like  the 

present,  the  onus  is  not  thrown  upon  the  Defendaat  of  in- 
forming the  public  that  it  is  not  Schweppe'e  soda  water, 
is  a  question  of  considerable  importance;  but  it  is  one 
which  I  am  not  called  upon,  at  present^  to  determine; 
for,  in  this  case,  it  is  manifest  Mr.  Chappie  must  haye 
known  that  the  Defendant  was  selling  this  soda  water  as 
his  own,  and  not  Schweppe's,  as  clearly  as  if  the  Defendant 
had  affixed  to  the  bottles  a  statement  to  that  effect,  and  in 
so  many  word& 

[His  Honour  showed  this  from  the  evidence;  and  in 
so  doing  took  occasion  to  comment  upon  the  weakness  of 
the  affidavit  compared  with  the  statements  in  the  bill— a 
circumstance  which  had  escaped  the  attention  of  the  Court 
when  granting  the  ex  parte  injunction.] 

Tt  was  not  quite  fiekir  in  Mr.  Chappie  not  to  ask  expressly 
for  Schweppe's  soda  water.  He  asks  simply  for  a  dozen 
bottles  of  soda  water;  and  having  given  that  order,  he  re- 
ceives a  dozen  bottles,  of  which  seven  are  plain  and  the 
remaining  five  only  are  stamped  with  the  Flaintiffi'  mark 
In  that  state  of  things  he  certainly  was  not  in  a  position 
to  apply  for  an  ex  parte  injunction.  He  oughts  at  leasts 
to  have  asked  for  an  explanation;  and  had  he  done  so,  and 
had  the  explanation  then  been  given  which  has  since  been 
made  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant^  then,  according  to 
what  Lord  CoUenha/m,  bajs  in  another  part  of  his  judg- 
ment in  MiUmgton  v.  Fox(a),  the  bill  ought  not  to  have 
been  filed.  Such  an  explanation  would  have  been  all  that 
the  Plaintiffs  would  have  had  any  right  to  expect 

It  appears  to  me,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  that  this  injunction  ought  not  to  have  been  appUed 

(a)  3  My.  &  Cr.  354. 
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for,  the  sale  bemg  not  only  one  in  which  there  was  not  the 
most  distant  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant  to  mis- 
lead, or  to  sell  the  bottles  as  containing  any  soda  water  but 
his  own,  but  made  in  such  a  manner  that  it  is  perfectly 
dear  that  the  purchaser  was  not^  in  fact^  misled  into  a 
belief  to  the  contrary.  The  injunction,  therefore,  should  be 
dissolved  with  costa 
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Mr.  Ckivnh8  asked  for  liberty  to  bring  an  action. 

The  Yice-Chancellor. — Looking  to  the  authority  of 
Ix>rd  Crwn/worth  in  Farma  v.  Sihferlock(a),  I  think  I 
cannot  refuse  the  Plaintiffs  liberty  to  bring  an  action,  this 
being  a  case  in  which  there  may  have  been  an  unlawful,  as 
well  as  a  lawful,  user. 

(a)  6D.M.  G.214. 


D188OLYS  the  injunction,  with  costs.  The  Plaintiff  to  he  at  liherty 
to  bring  an  action. 


Order, 


Note.— The  Plaintifis  did  not 
bring  an  action,  and  eyentually 


had  their  bill  dismissed,    th^ 
paying  aU  the  Defendant's  costs. 
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1858. 


Fa.  2nd. 


DAVISON  V.  ROBINSON. 


Enrolment  of  AfTEB  the  expiration  of  six  calendar  months  from  the 

^TJ^^^^^  time  when  the  decree  was  made  in  this  cause,  notice  of 

Order  of  7  th  motion  to  enrol  the  decree  was  served,  by  the  party  in 

Practice,  token  whoso  favour  it  had  been  made,  upon  all  the  other  parties 

intended  to  op-  ,      .  •■  . . 

pealtoLo^  to  the  SUlt 

Chancellor.  


Upon  motion 
to  enrol  a  de- 
cree after  the 
expiration  of 
BIX  calendar 
monthB  from 
the  time  the 
same  shall 
have  heen 
made,  if  the 
adverse  party 
appear  and  sig- 
nify a  bon& 
fide  intention 
to  appeal  to 

C^cellor  he  &pp^  to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  and  contended,  that,  under 
isentiUedto  g^^^  circumstances,  he  was  entitled  to  the  twenty-eight 
tion  for  that      days  mentioned  in  the  Srd  Order  of  the  7th  of  August^ 

purpose  at  any 
time  within 
the  twenty- 
eight  days 
mentioned  in 

the  Srd  Order  of  the  7th  of  August,  1852,  notwithstanding  notice  of  the  motion  has  been 
given  to  all  the  parties. 

But  his  petition  must  he  presented  and  answered  within  twenty-dght  days  after  aenrioe  of 
the  order  to  enrol. 
Form  of  order  under  such  droumstances. 


Mr.  Torriomo,  in  moving  pursuant  to  the  notice,  con- 
tended, that^  as  no  caveat  had  been  entered  nor  any  peti- 
tion of  appeal  presented,  the  order  to  enrol,  being  applied 
for  on  motion  and  notice  to  all  the  parties,  ought  to  be 
absolute  in  the  first  instance. 

Mr.  Bagahawe,  jun.,  contrd,  stated,  that  there  was  a 
bon&  fide  intention  on  the  part  of  the  adverse  party  to 


1862(a),  for  the  purpose  of  presenting  his  petition  of  ap- 
peal 


(a)  The  Order  is  as  followB:— 
«*In  case  any  party  is  desirous  to 
enrol  a  decree,  or  order,  or  dismis- 
sion, after  the  expiration  of  six 
ffllfn^^r  months  from  the  time 
the  same  shall  have  been  made, 
he  shall  obtain  an  order  for  that 
piirpose;  and  which  order,  unless 
made  by  consent  of  the  adverse 


party,  or  on  iRofioR,  or  iuif»M  to  all 
the  parties,  shall  be  a  conditionil 
order  in  the  first  instance,  hat 
shall  become  absolute  without 
inrther  order,  unless  cause  is 
shown  against  it  within  twenty- 
eight  days  after  service  of  the 
order." 
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Mr.  TorriaTio  in  reply: — 

The  3rd  Order  of  the  7th  of  August^  1852,  does  not  ap- 
ply. By  that  Order  the  order  to  enrol  is  only  to  be  con- 
diidonal,  where  it  is  not  made  by  consent,  **  or  on  motion 
and  notice  to  all  the  parties;''  where,  as  here,  it  is  made 
"  on  motion  and  notice  to  all  the  parties,"  no  cause  being 
shown  against  it^  the  order  may  and  ought  to  be  absolute 
in  the  first  instance  (a). 


18^8. 
Davibom 

V. 

RoBuisoir. 


Vice-Chakcellor  Sib  W.  Page  Wood:— 

As  the  adverse  party  has  appeared  upon  ttds  motion 
being  made,  and  signified  a  bon&  fide  intention  to  appeal 
to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  he  should  be  at  liberty  to  present 
a  petition  for  that  purpose  at  any  time  within  the  twenty- 
eight  days  mentioned  in  the  Order  of  the  3rd  of  August^ 
1852. 


Jfi4ffmaiL 


But  his  petition  must  be  presented  and  answered  within 
twenty-eight  days  after  service  of  this  order. 


The  proper  order  to  make  will  be,  that  the  decree  be 
signed  and  enrolled,  unless  within  twenty-eight  days 
after  service  of  this  order,  a  petition  of  appeal  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor  be  presented  and  answered. 

(a)  Seton*8  Decrees,  pp.  591,  592. 
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J«%30rt.  In  RE  GAMBOA'S  TRUSTa 

wai--Cim-     AnSELMO  DI  GAMBOA,  by  his  will,  bequeathed,  inter 
'se^t^^l^    *^  *®  foUows : — "  To  the  heirs  of  my  late  partner,  Henry 

^S^^AwT    ^^^^  ^^>  *^®  ''^^^  ^^  ^^^»  f®^  1^^^®^  sustained  during 
iribtuitM.      the  time  that  the  business  of  the  house  was  under  my  sole 

Bequest  of  per.    COUtToL'' 
soiudfy  **  to  the 

pvtatf  for  A  fund  having  been  paid  into  Court  under  the  Trustee 

^1^^^^^^*  Belief  Act  to  meet  this  bequest^  a  petition  was  presented 
time  that  the     by  the  poTSons  who  at  the  testator's  death  would  have  been 

businees  of  the  . 

house  was  un-  entitled  under  the  Statutes  of  Distribution  to  the  personal 
octroi  :^-^  estate  and  effects  of  Henry  Brooke,  in  case  he  had  died  in- 
MTOMto ^e  *®fi***®>  praying  a  transfer  of  the  fund  to  them. 

were  those  who 

tor's  deSr  ^*  appeared  that  Henry  Brooke  was  dead  at  the  date  of 

b^l^Ued  ^^  testator's  will;  and  that,  since  his  death  and  while  the 

under  the  business  of  the  firm  in  which  he  and  the  testator  were 

Distribution  to  partners  was  under  the  sole  control  of  the  testator,  losses 

Mtotec?^  had  been  sustained,  as  mentioned  in  the  will 

deceased  part- 
ner in  case  he  ___« 
had  died  intes- 
tate, and  not 

UwsSctiyso  ^-  PT&ndergast,  for  the  Petitioners,  contended,  that, 
called.  having  regard  to  the  express  motive  of  the  bequest^  viz. 

to  make  compensation  for  losses  sustained  by  Brooke  while 
the  business  of  the  house  waa  under  the  testator's  sole  con- 
trol, the  Petitioners  were  entitled 

Mr.  Osborne,  for  the  heir-at-law^  contended,  that^  where 
the  word  "  heir''  was  used  in  a  gift  of  personalty  not  as  a 
word  of  substitution,  a  g.  "to  Henry  Brooke  or  his  heirs," 
but  as  designating  the  persons  to  take,  which  was  clearly 
the  effect  of  a  bequest  " to  the  heirs  of  Hen^  Brooke" 
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the  word  "heirs"  must  be  construed  stricUy,  that  is,  in         1858. 

the  sense  of  heir-at-law  (a).  ""iicre^ 

Gamboa*b 
A  reply  was  not  heard.  Trusts.  • 


Vicb-Chancbtjx)r  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

Looking  to  the  purpose  of  this  bequest^  I  think  it  dear 
that  the  persons  intended  by  the  testator  are  those  who  at 
his  death  would  have  been  entitled  under  the  Sta^tes 
of  Distribution  to  the  personal  estate  of  Henry  Brocm  in 
case  he  had  died  intestate  (&),  and  not  his  heir-at-law. 

The  bequest  is  "to  the  heirs  of  my  late  partner/'  not 
simply,  but  "  for  losses  sustained  during  the  time  that  the 
business  of  the  house  was  under  my  sole  control — ^which 
would  be  unmeaning  if  the  testator  intended  to  benefit  the 
heir  strictly  so  called.  Had  it  been  "  to  the  heirs  of  my 
late  partner '^  simply,  I  should  not  have  felt  so  dear  upon 
the  point 

The  Petitioners,  therefore,  are  entitled  to  the  fund. 

(a)  See  De  Beauoair  v.  De  Beauvair,  3  H.  L.  C.  524. 
(b)  See  Doody  v.  Higgins,  2  E.  &  J.  729. 


JudgmmL 


NoTB. — ^The  following  collec- 
tion of  additional  authorities  on 
this  subject  may  be  found  con- 
venient : — Co. Litt.  10.  a.;  Yiner's 
Abridgment,  tit.  "Heir,"  Ca.  5, 
pi.  1,  8;  Sheppard*s  "Touch- 
stone,** 446 ;  Danvers  ▼.  The  Earl 
of  Clarendon^  1  Vem.  35 ;  PUy- 
deU  Y.  PieydeO,  1  P.  Wms.  747; 
Lownde$  v.  Stone^  4  Yes.  648  (as 
to  which  see  2  My.  &  K.  76  and 
794,  2  Sim.  540,  and  10  CI.  &  F. 
258) ;  Foriter  v.  Sierra^  4  Ves. 
766;  Hottaway  v.  HoUoway^  5 
Id.  399;   Vatix  v.  Henderson^  1 


Jac  &  Walk.  388  (as  to  which  see 
4  Buss.  386,  387 ;  14  Sim.  340 ; 
15  Sim.  178;  and  3H.  L.  C.  542, 
554);  Owynne  v.  Muddockf  14 
Yes.  488;  Swcdne  v.  Burton^  16 
Yes.  365;  Maunsey  t.  Blamirey 
4  Buss.  384;  TidweU  v.  Ariel,  8 
Madd.  403;  WaiU  y.  Templer,  2 
Sim.  524;  Oittings  v.  M^Dermott, 
2  My.  &  K.  69 ;  JSvans  y.  Salt^ 
6  Beav.  266 ;  BoydeU  v.  OoUghOy, 

14  Sim.  327;  Ware  y.  RowUmd, 

15  Sim.  587,  8,  C  on  Appeal, 
2  PhiU.  635;  TeOow  y.  AMhton, 
21  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Ch.  53. 


INDEX 
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PRINCIPAL    MATTERS. 


ACCOUNT. 

See  MosioAGOB  akb  Mobtoaoss. 
Patbht,  2. 


ACQUIESCENCE. 
See  Johit-Stook  Compares,  5. 


ACTS  OF  PARLIAMENT,   IN- 
TERPRETATION  OF. 

See  CoKPANiES,  1. 

IinXBNATIOKAL  LaW. 


ADMINISTRATION  OF  AS- 
SETS. 

See  DowxB,  2. 


ADVANCEMENT  OR  PRO- 
VISION. 

Purchase  of  stock  in  the  names 
of  the  purchaser  and  his  deceased 
wife's  sister,  whom  (in  form)  he  had 
married  since  the  Act  5  &  6  WilL  4, 
c.  54,  and  always  treated  as  his 
wife — JETeldj  not  to  raise  a  presump- 
tion that  it  was  intended  as  an  ad- 
vancement or  provision  for  her. 

The     authorities     have     estab- 


ANSWER. 

lished  that  this  presumption  will 
arise  where  a  purchase  is  made  in 
the  name  of  a  wife,  a  legitimate 
child,  or  a  grandchild  whose  &ther 
is  dead ;  and  also,  as  it  would  seem, 
upon  a  purchase  made  in  the  name 
of  an  illegitimate  child. 

Observations  on  Beekfordr.  Beck' 
ford,  Loflft,  490.    Soar  v.  Foster,  162 


AFFIDAVIT  SWORN  ABROAD. 
See  Evidence. 

AFTER-ACQUIRED  LANDS. 
See  Wills,  14. 

AGENCY,  LIMITED. 
See  Joikt-Stook  CoHPAioBSy  4. 

ANNunr. 

See  Income  Tax. 

ANSWER. 
See  Pleadincs  1* 


VOL.  rv. 


DDD 


K.  J. 
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BANKRUPTCY. 


APPOINTMENT,  POWER   OF. 

See  Wills,  5. 

ARMY  AGENT. 

jSscInfakts. 

ARMY,  COMMISSION  IN. 

See  Infants. 
Powers,  1. 

ARTICLES  OF  SEPARATION. 
See  Husband  and  Wife,  1. 


ASSETS,  ADMINISTRATION 
OF. 

See  Dower,  2. 

ASSIGNMENT  OF  EQUITABLE 
INTEREST  IN  A  CHOSE  IN 
ACTION. 

See  Bankbuptcy,  1. 


ATTORNEY  AND  CLIENT. 

Summary  order  upon  a  peti- 
tion under  the  Attorneys  and  Soli- 
citors Act  (6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  s.  87) 
against  assignees  in  bankruptcy  of 
a  country  solicitor,  who  had  em- 
ployed a  London  agent,  to  deliver 
their  bills  of  costs;  and  against 
agent  to  deliver  his  bill  of  costs  and 
petitioner's  papers  in  his  possession. 

Such  petitions  should  be  inti- 
tuled in  the  matter  of  both  solicitors ; 
but  a  petition  in  the  matter  of  a 
solicitor  need  not  be  intituled  in  the 
matter  of  the  Act  In  re  Walton  (a 
Solicitor^  78 

AUTHOR  AND  PUBLISHER. 

Agreement  between  the  author  of 
a  work  and  a  publisher,  by  which 


the  publisher  agreed  to  publish  the 
work  at  his  own  expense  and  risk, 
and,  after  deducting  all  charges  and 
expenses,  and  a  per-centage  on  the 
gross  amount  of  the  sale  for  com- 
mission and  risk  of  bad  debts,  the 
profits  remaining  of  every  edition 
that  should  be  printed  of  the  work 
were  to  be  equally  divided  between 
the  author  and  publisher — ffeid,  to 
create  a  joint  adventure  between  the 
parties,  which  the  author  was  at 
liberty  to  terminate  upon  notice  to 
his  publisher  a^r  the  publication  of 
a  given  edition,  it  appearing  that,  at 
the  date  of  such  notice,  no  fi^esh 
expense  had  been  incurred  by  the 
publisher  in  printing,  advertisements, 
or  otherwise,  since  the  publication  of 
that  edition. 

Held,  also,  that  the  circumstance 
of  the  publisher  having  stereotyped 
the  work  previously  to  the  publi- 
cation of  the  last  published  edition, 
did  not  affect  the  right  of  the  author 
to  terminate  the  agreement  as  above. 

On  the  meaning  of  the  ^word 
<^  edition,"  as  applied  to  cases  where 
a  work  is  stereotyped  and  printed  in 
'<  thousands."  Beade  y.  BoiHe^,  656 

BANK  OF  ENGLAND. 

See  Costs,  3 

BANKRUPTCY. 

The  doctrine  in  Dearie  v.  HaR 
(8  Russ.  1)  as  to  the  importance  of 
notice  of  an  assignment  of  an  equit- 
able interest  in  a  chose  in  action, 
applies  to  assignees  under  a  com- 
mission in  bankruptcy  equally  with 
particular  assignees. 

Assignees  under  a  commission 
in  bankruptcy  omitting  to  give  such 
notice,  postponed  to  a  subsequent 
assignee  for  value,  who  gave  due 
notice  of  his  assignment. 

The  bankrupt    deposed  that,  at 


BANKRUPTCY. 


CHARTER. 
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the  time  of  his  hankruptcy,  one  of 
four  trustees  of  a  fund  in  which  he 
had  acontingentreversionary  interest, 
was  his  intimate  friend,  and  was 
consulted  hj  him  in  reference  thereto 
and  to  the  course  he  should  adopt ; 
that  upon  the  occasion  of  the  sale  hy 
order  of  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy 
of  the  leasehold  premises  where  the 
bankrupt's  business  had  been  carried 
ODy  such  trustee  lent  him  money  to 
purchase  the  premises,  and  that  the 
money  lent  was  secured  upon  such 
lease — SembUj  these  circumstances, 
if  believed  by  the  Court,  would  not 
have  constituted  such  notice  of  the 
rights  of  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy 
as  to  give  them  priority  over  a  sub- 
sequent assignee  for  value  who  gave 
due  notice  of  his  assignment.  In  re 
Barr^s  Trusts,  219 

See  Joint  Stock  CoHPAinss  Wihi>- 
Dfo-up  Acts. 


BEQUEST,  GENERAL. 
See  Wills,  5. 

BEQUEST,  SUBSTITUTIONAL. 
See  Wills,  8,  7. 

BILL  FOR  DISCOVERY. 

A  plaintiff  filing  a  bill  for  dis- 
covery in  aid  of  his  defence  to  an 
action  at  law  is  at  liberty,  after  filing 
interrogatories,  to  move  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings in  the  action  without  waiting 
for  an  answer,  or  even  for  the 
expiration  of  the  eight  days  allowed 
under  the  old  practice. 

Motion  to  stay  trial  of  an  action 
until  answer  to  such  a  bill,  refused  on 
the  ground  of  delay  and  the  nearness 
of  the  trial,  notwithstanding  the  bill 
was  filed  eleven  days  after  discharge 
of  a  rule  for  Defendant  to  show  cause 

D  D 


why  he  shoidd  not  be  orally  examined 
or  file  a  better  affidavit,  and  not- 
withstanding notice  of  motion  was 
^ven  before  the  expiration  of  the 
time  to  answer  the  biU.  Lhi/d  v. 
Adams,  467 

BILL  OF  COSTS. 
See  Attobnet  and  Client. 

BREACH  OP  TRUST. 
See  Tbusts  and  Tbustbss,  2. 


CAPITAL,  FRAUDULENT 
INCREASE  OF. 

See  Joint  Stook  Companies,  2. 


CHARGING  ORDER. 

A  judgment  creditor  will  be  post- 
poned to  a  subsequent  mortgagee  of 
an  equitable  interest  in  stock,  not- 
withstanding such  creditor  has,  since 
the  mortgage,  but  before  notice 
thereof  to  the  trustee  of  the  fund, 
obtained,  under  the  Act  1^2  Vict, 
c.  110,  s.  14,  an  order  charging  the 
fund. 

In  such  a  case,  the  rule  in  Dearie 
y.  Hall  (8  Russ.  I)  does  not  apply  in 
fiivour  of  the  judgment  creditor. 

Observations  on  Watts  v.  Porter 
(2  EU.  &  BL  748).  ScoU  v.  Lord 
Hastings,  Beavan  v.  Macqueen,  and 
Lord  Hastings  v.  Beavan,  638 

CHARITY. 

See  MoBTMAiN,  1. 
Will,  II. 

CHARTER. 

A  charter  of  incorporation  was 
granted  to  a  company  on  condition 
that  no  person  should  be  admitted 
d2 
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to  the  company's  bailding  or  grounds 
on  the  Lord's  Day  in  consideration 
of  any  money  payment,  whether 
made  directly  or  indirectly,  unless 
the  sanction  of  the  Legislature  should 
have  been  obtained.  The  company 
having  obtained  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, authorising  their  directors  to 
agree  with  the  proprietors  of  any 
shares  or  stock  for  the  conversion 
thereof  into  tickets  of  admission  for 
life  or  years  for  such  proprietor  or 
his  nominee,  but  providing  that 
nothing  therein  contained  should  re- 
lieve Sie  company  firom  any  con- 
dition contained  in  the  charter,  ad- 
vertisements were  issued  by  the 
directors,  offering  to  accept  the  sur- 
render of  shares  in  exchange  for 
tickets  of  admission  for  a  term  limited, 
to  be  made  out  to  bearer,  and  to  be 
available  for  Sundays  as  well  as 
ordinary  days: — Held,  that  the  ad- 
mission of  any  person  on  Sunday  by 
means  of  such  a  ticket  as  proposed 
would  occasion  a  forfeiture  of  the 
company's  charter;  and  upon  bill 
filed  by  a  shareholder,  the  company 
was  restrained  from  accepting  a  sur- 
render of  any  shares  in  exchange  for 
such  tickets  of  admission.  Rendall 
V.  The  Crystal  Palace  Company,    826 

CHILDREN,  CUSTODY  AND 
EDUCATION  OF 

See  Husband  and  Wife,  1. 


CHOSE  IN  ACTION,  EQUIT- 
ABLE INTEREST  IN. 

See  Bankruptcy,  1. 
Chabgino  Ordeb. 


CLASS,  WHEN  TO  BE  ASCER- 
TAINED. 


See  Will,  10. 


COMPANIES. 

CODICIL. 
See  Wills,  1,  14, 15. 

COLLISION  BETWEEN 
FOREIGN  SHIPS. 

See  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854. 

COMMISSION  IN  THE  ARMY. 

/S<6«  Infants,  1. 
Powers,  1. 


COMMITTEE  OF  PRIVILEGES, 
JURISDICTION  OF,  AS  TO 
PROPERTY. 

See  Jurisdiction,  2. 


COMMUNICATIONS,  PRIVI- 
LEGED. 

See  Production  of  Documents,  1. 


COMPANIES. 

Holders  of  stock  or  shares  which 
are  '^  to  bear  and  receive  divi- 
dends at  a  given  rate  per  cent  per 
annum  in  preference  to  the  payment 
of  dividend  on  the  ordinary  shares 
of  the  company"  are  entitled  to  re- 
ceive sQch  dividends  out  of  profits 
whenever  accruing  (and  not  merely 
out  of  the  profits  of  the  current 
half-year  or  year,  or  of  any  other 
definite  periods)  before  any  holder  of 
ordinary  shares  can  participate  in 
any  profits  whatever. 

Secvs,  bad  the  stocks  or  shares  in 
question  been  directed  to  bear  and 
receive  half-yearly  or  yearly  divi- 
dends, or  the  like — semble. 

Therefore,  where  a  fund,  which 
under  ordinary  circumstances  would 
have  represented  the  half-year's  pro- 


COMPANIES. 
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fits  of  a  railwaj,  as  shown  at  the 
usual  half-jearlj  general  meeting, 
was  applied  pursuant  to  the  provi- 
sions of  a  special  Act  of  Parliament 
in  buying  up  fictitious  stock,  includ- 
ing preference  stock  fraudulently 
issued  bj  a  servant  of  the  company, 
and  no  dividend  was  declared  as 
previously  for  that  half-year  :— 
Heidj  that  all  holders  of  preference 
atock  or  shares,  such  as  first  above- 
mentioned,  were  entitled  to  be  paid 
dividends  out  of  subsequent  profits 
before  any  payment  could  be  made 
to  any  holder  of  ordinary  shares ; 
the  loss  occasioned  by  the  issuing  of 
auch  fictitious  stock  being  in  this  re- 
spect like  loss  firom  or&nary  acci- 
dent or  robbery,  and  as  such  to  be 
deducted  from  gross  receipts  before 
the  true  profit  could  be  ascertained. 

The  Act  contained  a  clause  pro- 
viding that  the  directors  should  apply 
any  balance  of  the  fund  thereby  di- 
rected to  be  applied  for  making  good 
the  losses  above  mentioned,  in  pay- 
ing to  the  proprietors  of  preference 
stock  or  shares  the  dividends  to 
which  they  would  have  been  entitled 
out  of  the  fund  if  the  same  had 
been  declared  and  apportioned  as  di- 
vidend at  the  half-yearly  meeting — 
Held^  that  the  remedy  thereby  given 
to  the  proprietors  of  such  preference 
stock  or  shares  was  cumulative,  and 
by  way  of  security  to  them  for  the 
amount  of  their  dividend,  and  not  in 
substitution  of  such  dividend. 

Whether  the  same  interpretation 
would  have  been  put  upon  this 
clause  in  case  the  preference  share- 
holders had  not  been  of  right  en- 
titled as  above  to  arrears — qucare. 

Whether  any  difference  exists  be- 
tween preference  shares  and  guaran- 
teed shares  in  reference  to  the  right 
to  arrears  ut  supra — quoere, 

A  company  is  empowered  by  Act 
of  Parliament,  with  the  assent  of 
three-fitths  of  the  votes  at  any  general 


meeting,  to  guarantee  the  payment 
of  dividends  not  exceeding  a  given 
percentage  per  annum  on  certain 
shares,  in  preference  to  the  payment 
thereof  on  the  ordinary  shares  of  the 
company,  and  upon  such  terms  as 
shall  be  by  the  resolution  of  such 
meeting  defined.  The  company, 
having  issued  shares  purporting  upon 
the  face  of  the  certificate  to  be  is- 
sued under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  and  having  received  the  money 
and  paid  dividend  upon  it,  cannot 
afterwards  object  that,  at  the  gene- 
ral meeting,  three-fiflhs  of  the  votes 
did  not  assent;  still  less  can  they 
object  that  the  holders  of  such 
shares  have  not  shown  such  assent, 
the  onus  being  on  the  company  so 
issuing  shares  to  show  informality — 

Where  a  company,  having  power 
by  Act  of  Parliament  to  issue  stock 
with  or  vnthout  guarantee,  issues 
stock  purporting  on  the  face  of  the 
certificate  to  be  *'  issued  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Act,''  such  stock 
carries  the  guarantee,  and  not  merely 
a  preference — semble* 

No  resolution  of  a  company  quft 
company  authorising  division  of  a 
fund  such  as  that  above  mentioned 
to  purposes  other  than  dividend  can 
vary  the  rights  of  the  shareholders 
inter  se  in  reference  to  the  general 
profits.  Seats,  where  a  particular 
class  of  shareholders,  e.  g.,  prefer- 
ence shareholders,  grant  proxies  in 
that  particular  capacity,  authorising 
a  fund  which  would  be  appropriated 
in  payment  of  their  special  dividend 
to  be  diverted  to  other  purposes — 
sembU,  Henry  and  Others  v.  The 
Oreat  Northern  Bailway  Company 
and  Others,  1 


COMPANIES,  LIMITED. 
See  LnoTED  Cohpasies. 
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COMPANIES. 


COPYHOLDS. 


COMPANIES,  PUBLIC. 

SeeCfuxriESL 

COMPANIES  CLAUSES  CON- 
SOLIDATION ACT. 

See  Company,  1. 
CONSEQUENTIAL  INJURY. 

See  MOBTGAGOB  AND  MOBTQAOEE. 

CONTINGENCY. 

See  Wills,  15. 

CONTINGENT  UMITATION. 

See  Wills,  12. 

CONTRACTS. 

See  Atithob  and  Publisher. 
Vendob  and  Pubcbaseb,  1. 


CONTRACTS  NOT  UNDER 
SEAL. 

See  Joint  Stock  Companies,  4. 


CONTRIBUTORIES, 

See  Joint  Stock  Companies,  1. 
Joint      Stock      Compaioes 
Winding-up  Acts,  2. 


CONVERSION,  TRUST  FOR 

Where  real  estate  is  settled  by 
deed  upon  trust  to  sell  for  certain 
specified  purposes,  and  one  of  those 
purposes  fails,  there,  whether  the 
trust  for  sale  is  to  arise  in  the  life- 
time of  the  settlor,  or  not  until  after 
his  decease,   the  property  to    that 


extent  results  to  the  settlor  as  per- 
sonalty firom  the  moment  the  deed  is 
executed. 

Settlement  of  real  estate  by  deed 
(not  enrolled)  to  use  of  settlor  for 
Hfe,  with  remainder  (subject  to  a 
power  of  revocation,  which  he  never 
exercised)  to  use  of  trustees  and  their 
heirs,  upon  trust  to  sell  and  pay 
certain  sums  of  money  to  persons 
named,  or  to  such  of  them  as  might 
be  living  at  settlor's  death,  and  to 
apply  the  residue  to  charitable  pur- 
poses, ffeldy  following  HewiU  ▼. 
Wright  (1  Bro.  C.  C.  86),  that,  not- 
withstanding the  trust  was  not  to 
arise  until  after  settlor's  death,  the 
property  was  impressed  with  the 
character  of  personalty  immediately 
upon  the  execution  of  the  deed,  and 
the  proceeds,  so  &r  as  they  were 
directed  to  be  applied  to  charitable 
purposes,  resulted  to  the  settlor  as 
personalty.  Clarke  v.  FrcmkUny    257 


CONVEYANCING  COUNSEL 
OF  THE  COURT. 

See  Settled  Estates  Act. 


COPYHOLDS. 

1.  This  Court  has  concurrent  juris- 
diction with  courts  of  law  to  relieve 
a  copyholder  against  an  illegal  seizure 
of  the  copyhold  property  by  the  lord 
of  the  manor. 

Demurrer  to  a  bill  for  such  relief 
over-ruled.  Andrews  v.  HuUe^      392 

2.  A.,  seised  in  fee  of  twelve  24th 
parts  of  a  manor  held  by  several  as 
tenants  in  common,  purchased  lands 
holden  of  the  manor,  which  were 
thereupon  surrendered  to  a  trustee 
for  him,  and  afterwards  to  himself  in 
fee,  and  he  was  admitted  tenant  of 
the  entirety  by  the  act  of  all  the 
lords — Heldy  tiiat  twelve  24th  part 


COPYHOLDS. 


COSTS. 
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of  his  copyhold  interest  in  the  lands 
melted  in  his  freehold  estate  therein 
as  lord  of  the  manor. 

The  law  as  to  the  divisibility  of 
manors,  and  the  consequences  of  a 
division,  considered.  CaUlof  v. 
Arnold^  595 

COPYRIGHT. 

The  provisions  of  the  Copyright  of 
Designs  Act,  1842  (5  &  6  Vict 
c  100,  8.  15),  relative  to  furnishing 
the  Registrar  of  Designs  with  copies, 
drawings,  or  prints  of  the  design  to 
be  registered,  previously  to  obtaining 
registration — Heldy  to  have  been 
complied  with  by  furnishing  him  vnth 
a  specimen  of  the  article  itself  to 
which  the  design  was  applied. 
Norton  v.  NicholSf  476 

See  AiTTHOB  Ain>  Publishsb. 

IXJUNCnON,  1. 

CORNWALL,  DUCHY  OF. 

Lands,  parcel  of  the  Duchy  of 
Cornwall,  and  governed  by  the  cus- 
tom of  that  duchy, — the  tenure  of 
which  was  originally  a  holding  or 
convention  from  seven  years  to  seven 
years,  which  ultimately  grew  into  a 
holding  to  the  tenant  and  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  subject  to  the  payment 
of  a  fixed  fine  every  seven  years, 
under  penalty  of  foHeiture,  no  sur- 
render to  the  uses  of  a  will  being 
required  —  Held,  to  pass  by  a  ge- 
neral devise  made  previously  to  the 
Act  55  Geo.  3,  c.  1 92.  And  the  circum- 
stance of  such  general  devise  being 
followed  by  a  devise  of  all  testator's 
duchy  lands  to  one  for  life — Held, 
not  to  prevent  its  passing  the  rever- 
sion.    Uaticke  v.  FeterSj  437 

COST  BOOK. 
See  MosiMAiN,  1. 


COSTS. 

1.  Where  exceptions  to  an  answer 
are  allowed,  costs  do  not  follow  as 
of  course,  but  must  be  asked  for 
expressly  by  the  successful  party. 
Earp  V.  Lloydi  58 

2.  Parties  properly  made  Defend- 
ants to  a  suit  in  the  first  instance, 
and  aflerwards  giving  notice  to 
Plaintiff  that  they  do  not  claim  any 
interest,  are  not  entitled  to  their 
costs,  notwithstanding  such  notice 
was  given  before  putting  in  their 
answer,  unless  they  have  gone  on  to 
ofier  their  consent  to  have  the  bill 
dismissed  against  them  without  costs 
up  to  the  date  of  such  notice. 

And  it  rests  with  Defendants  to 
offer  such  consent,  and  not  with 
Plaintifis  to  ask  it.  TaUl>oi  v.  Kern- 
ehead,  93 

8.  Rule  as  to  costs  where  the  Bank 
of  England  is  Defendant.  Bathe  v. 
The  Bank  of  England,  564 

4.  In  suits  ior  redemption,  to  en* 
title  a  Defendant,  who  has  never 
claimed  an  interest,  to  his  costs,  he 
is  not  hound  to  show  that  he  has 
disclaimed,  or  given  notice  to  that 
effect  before  he  was  made  a  Defend- 
ant to  the  suit. 

A  devisee  of  mortgage  estates,  in 
a  suit  for  redemption,  disclaimed 
after  the  suit  had  been  revived  against 
him,  denying  that  he  ever  had  or 
claimed  any  interest  —  Held,  that 
he  was  entitled  to  costs,  notwith- 
standing persons  who  had  acted  as 
his  solicitors  in  other  matters,  on 
being  applied  to  by  Plaintiffs  before 
he  was  made  a  Defendant  to  know 
whether  he  claimed  an  interest,  had 
neglected  to  return  any  answer  to 
such  application. 

The  rules  laid  down  in  Ford  v. 
Lord  Chesterfield  (16  Beav.  520),  as 
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COSTS. 


CEOWN  BIGHTS. 


to  costs  of  tlisrisaming  DefeodMits 
in  suits  for  foredosore  or  redanptkm 
mpptow^d.  I?f  fffiiiiy  ▼.  Bridemdaty  670 

At  CsEDtroBflT  SciTy  1. 

HUSRAXD  AKD  WlFB,  1. 

LuuHCHOHy  1. 

Joan  SiocK  Compaioss  Wihd- 

iKO-cp  AciS|  8. 
Patbkt,  1. 

Bailwat  Compakt,  1,  2. 
T^uj>bMaxi:,  1. 

VSHDOE  ASD  PUBGHASBBi  1. 

COSrSt  fiECUBITY  FOB. 

At  LdOXED  COMPAHIBS. 

SBcmoir  roB  CosfSi  1. 

COVENANT. 
SmLkasb,  1. 

SsTlLSMXXrtj  1. 

CBEDirOBS'  BEPBESENTA- 
TIVE. 

See  Joint  Stock  Coxpaiobs  Wihd- 
iNCKUP  Acts. 

CBEDITOBS'  SUIT. 

Where  lands  subject  to  a  mort- 
gage had  been  sold  under  a  decree 
in  a  creditors'  snit,  the  mortgagee 
joining  in  a  conveyance  of  the  lands 
freed  from  his  mortgage  —  ffeldy 
that  he  was  entitled  to  have  the  ex- 
penses of  the  actual  sale,  but  no 
more,  borne  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale,  the  other  costs  and  expenses 
being  left  to  be  defrayed  out  of  the 
general  assets.  Berry  y.  HMle- 
thwaitey  80 

CBOWN,  OFFICEBS  OF  THE. 
See  Cbown  Bights. 


CBOWN  EIGHTS. 

1.  The    Defendants  claimed^    as 
woodwards  or  foresters  of  the  Crown, 
a  right  to  grant  to  certain  fr^e  miners 
gales  or  Ucenses  for  working  stone 
quarries  in  uninclosed  lands,  part  of 
the  Forest  of  Dean,  the  soil  where- 
of was  in  the  Crown,  to  exact  gale 
fees  or  rents  in  respect  thereof,  and 
to  apply  the  same  to  their  own  use 
without  accounting  to  the  Crown  >— 
JTeU  (independently  of  the  considera- 
tions that  the  alleged  right,  had^  it 
existed,   would    have    been    extin- 
guished by  the  Dean  Forest  IGnes 
Act,  1  &  2  Vict  c  43,  and  that  ^e 
evidence  fiuled  to  establish  the  exer- 
cise of  any  such  right  in  point  of 
&ct),  that  no  such  right  could  exist 
in  point  of  law :  for,  with  regard, 
first,  to  the  free  miners,  it  was  a 
claim  to  subvert  the  soil  and  carry 
away  the  substratum  vrithout  stint 
or  lunit,  which  could  not  be  estab- 
lished (1)  by  custom,  for  it  was  a 
profit  k  prendre,  which  cannot  be 
claimed  in  alieno  solo ;  nor  (2)  by 
prescription,  for  prescription,  to  be 
good,  must  be  both  reasonable  and 
certain,  and  this  was  neither;  nor 
(8)  by  presuming  a  lost  grant,  for 
prescription  presupposes  a  grant,  and 
if  such  a  grant  cannot  be  presumed 
before,  k  fortiori  it  cannot  after,  the 
period  of  legal  memory ;  and  a  claim 
which  cannot  lawfully  be  made  upon 
one  of  these  three  foundations,  can- 
not be  substantiated  by  a  user,  how- 
ever long,  and  is  not  saved  by  any 
Statute  of  limitations;   and  with 
regard,  secondly,  to  the  defendants, 
besides  the  foregoing  objections,  they 
could  not  show  a  valid  prescription 
exempting  them,  as  officers  of  the 
Crown,  £K)m  accounting  for  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  Crown's  soil  which  they 
had  sold.     The  Attom^-Oenertd  v. 
Mathias,  579 


CROWN  RIGHTS. 


DIREC3T0RS. 


767 


2.  Theofficeofwoodward  or  forest- 
er of  the  Crown  is  an  office  of  trust 
incapable  of  assignment  without  a 
license  fit>m  the  Crown  founded  on 
the  return  to  a  writ  of  ad  quod  dam- 
num. 

Whether  such  an  office  can  be  an- 
nexed to  a  manor — qu4jBre.  lb. 

See  Sea  ShoiQs. 

CUSTOM. 
See  Cbown  Riohts. 

CUSTOM  OF  LONDON. 
See  Wuxs,  2. 

DAMAGES. 
See  MoBTaAooB  and  Mobtqaobb. 

DEAN,  FOREST  OF. 
See  Cbowm  Rights. 

DEBTS  OF  ANOTHER,  DIREC- 
TION TO  PAY. 

See  Wells,  13. 

DECEASED  WIFE'S  SISTER. 
•  ^  Adtanobicbmt  OB  Pboyisiok. 

DECLARATION  OF  TRUST. 
See  YoLUBTABT  Tbust,  1. 

DECLARATORY  ORDERS. 
See  JuBiSDicnoN,  5. 

DECREE,  ENROLMENT  OF. 

See  Embolhemt. 

DEED,  CONSTRUCTION  OF. 

See  CONTXBAIOH. 


DEED,  TAMPERING  WITH. 

See  JoiKT  Stock  Companies,  I. 

DEED  OF  SETTLEMENT. 
See  Joint  Stock  Companies,  4. 

DELAY. 

See  Bill  fob  Discovbby. 
Public  Wobks. 

DEMURRER. 
See  Copyholds,  1. 

DEMURRER,  COSTS  OF. 
See  Husband  and  Wife,  1. 

DESERTION. 
See  Feme  Coyebte,  2. 

DESIGNS. 
See  Coptbiqht,  1. 

DEVASTAVIT. 
See  ExECUTOBS,  I. 


DEVISE,  CHARGED  WITH 
LEGACY. 

See  Wills,  6. 


DIRECTORS. 

See  Joint  Stock  Companies  Wnm- 
iNO-up  Acts,  2. 
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DIKECTOES. 


EAST  INDIA  STOCK 


DIRECTORS,  CONTRACT  BY, 
NOT  UNDER  SEAL. 

See  Joint  Stock  Compakies,  4. 

DIRECTORS,  POWERS  OF. 

See  Joint  Stock  Companies,  8. 
Smppmo  CoMPANT. 

DISCLAIMER. 

See  Costs,  2,  4. 

DISCOVERY. 

See  Pleading,  1. 

Production  of  Documents,  2. 

DISCOVERY,  BILL  FOR. 
See  Bill  fob  Discovert. 

DISCRETION. 

See  Wnxs,  4. 

DISTRIBUTION,  STATUTES 
OF. 

See  Wills,  2. 

DIVIDENDS. 
See  Company,  1. 

DIVORCE  SlJlT. 
See  Husband  and  Wife,  1. 

DOCUMENTS,  ORDER  FOR 
REMOVAL  OF,  ABROAD. 

See  JuBiSDiCTioN,  1. 

DOCUMENTS,  PRODUCTION 
OF. 

See  Production  of  Documents,  1. 


DOWER. 

1.  Dower    of  a    woman    whose 
•  marriage  was  since  1  Jan.  1834--^ 

Held,  followiDg  Fry  y.  NMe  (20 
Beav.  598 ;  S.C.y  on  appeal,  2  Jnr. 
N.  S.  128),  not  excluded  by  the 
ordinary  limitations  to  uses  to  bar 
dower  in  a  conveyance  before  the 
Act     Clarke  v.  FraxUdinj  266 

2.  Under  the  late  Dower  Act  (3 
&  4  Will.  4,  c.  105)  a  widow  has 
no  right,  as  against  the  heir-at-law 
of  her  deceased  husband,  to  be  in- 
demnified in  respect  of  a  mortgage 
created  by  the  deceased. 

Therefore,  where,  in  a  case  of  that 
description,  the  mortgage  property 
had  been  sold  by  order  of  the  Court 
in  a  suit  for  administration  of  an 
intestate's  estate — Eddy  as  between 
his  widow  and  his  heir,  that  the 
right  of  the  widow  to  dower  was 
limited  to  one-third  of  the  income  of 
the  clear  surplus  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale,  after  deducting  what  was 
due  upon  the  mortgage.  Jonee  v. 
Jonea^  361 

DRAINAGE. 
See  Public  Wokks. 

DUCHY  OF  CORNWALL. 

See  COBNWALL. 

EAST  INDIA  STOCK. 

WMle  the  Act  8  <&  4  WiU.  4, 
c.  85,  for  the  regulation  of  the  East 
India  Company's  Charter,  was  in 
force,  the  capital  stock  of  the  Com- 
pany was  not  ^'a  Gk)yemment  or 
Parliamentary  stock  or  fund,"  nor 
was  it  "a  foreign  stock  or  fund." 
Brown  v.  Brown.  704 

"EDITION,"  MEANING  OF. 
See  Author  ajsj>  Ph^ushbb. 


ELECrnON. 


FEME  COVERTE        769 


ELECTION. 

See  Feme  Cotebtb. 
Wnx,  9. 


ENCROACHMENT. 
See  Sea  Shore. 

ENROLMENT  OF  DECREE. 

Upon  motion  to  enrol  a  decree, 
after  the  expiration  of  six  calendar 
months  from  the  time  the  same  shall 
have  been  made,  if  the  adverse  party 
appear  and  signify  a  bondjide  inten- 
tion to  appeal  to  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
he  is  entitled  to  present  a  petition  for 
that  purpose  at  any  time  within  the 
twenty-eight  days  mentioned  in  the 
8rd  Order  of  the  7th  of  August,  1852, 
notwithstanding  notice  of  the  motion 
has  been  given  to  all  the  parties. 

But  his  petition  must  be  presented 
and  answered  within  twenty-eight 
days  after  service  of  the  order  to 
enroL 

Form  of  order  under  such  circum- 
stances.    Davison  v.  Eobmsanj     754 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  Where  an  affidavit  is  sworn 
before  a  notary  public  of  a  foreign 
country  not  under  the  dominion  of 
the  Queen,  the  signature  of  the  notary 
must  be  verified  before  the  affidavit 
can  be  filed,  unless  by  consent ;  and 
the  Court  cannot  take  judicial  cog- 
nisance of  the  notarial  seal  alone  as 
a  sufficient  verification.  In  re  EarVa 
Trusty  300 

2.  Where  any  question  of  fact 
depends  upon  the  testimony  of  a 
single  witness,  and  any  inconsistency 
is  apparent  between  such  testimony 
and  the  previous  conduct  of  the  wit- 
ness, the  Court  will  look  rather  to  the 


acts  done  by  him  at  the  time  than 
to  his  statements  when  called  as  a 
witness.     In  re  Barr's  Trusts,       219 

See  Production  of  Documents,  1. 

EXAMINATION  OF  WIT- 
NESSES. 

See  JuBisDiCTiON,  1. 

EXCEPTIONS. 

See  Pleading,  I. 

EXECUTION,  LEAVE  TO 
ISSUE. 

See  Insurance  Comfant. 

EXECUTORS. 

An  executor  is  entitled  to  retain 
his  debt,  although  barred  by  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  during  the 
lifetime  of  the  testator. 

Therefore,  where  an  executor, 
under  a  mistake  of  facts,  had  made 
yearly  payments  to  his  testatrix  for 
twenty-five  years  previous  to  her 
death,  he  was  held  entitled  to  retain 
the  amount  out  of  her  residuary 
estate. 

Contrary  dictum  of  Bat/ley,  J.,  in 
M'Culloch  V.  Dawes  (9  Dowl.  &  Ryl. 
43),  disapproved.  Hill  y.  Walker ,  166 

EXECUTRIX. 
See  Feme  Coverte,  2. 

EXTINGUISHMENT. 
See  Copyhold,  2. 

FEME  COVERTE. 

A  married  woman  can  elect  so 
as  to  afiTcct  her  interest  in  real  pro- 
perty, without  deed  acknowledged 
under  the  Act  8  &  4  Will.  4,  c  74  ; 
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GENERAL  BEQUEST. 


and,  where  she  has  so  elected,  the 
Court  can  order  a  conveyance  accor- 
dingly; the  ground  of  such  order 
heing,  that  no  married  woman  shall 
avail  herself  of  fraud. 

By  ante-nuptial  settlement,  the 
intended  hushand  CQv^nanted  to 
settle  lands,  of  which  the  intended 
wife,  then  an  infimt,  was  tenant  in 
tail,  upon  trusts  for  her  separate  use 
for  life,  remainder  for  himself  for  life, 
remainder  for  the  children  of  the 
marriage.  The  wife,  having  attained 
twenty-one,  filed  a  hill  hy  her  next 
friend  against  her  husband,  and 
obtained  a  decree  for  specific  per- 
formance of  the  covenant,  with 
directions  for  raising  the  costs  out  of 
the  estate;  and,  by  virtue  of  the 
decree  she  received,  during  the  hus- 
band's lifetime,  50/.  on  account  of 
rents  to  her  separate  use.  The  hus- 
band dying  a  month  after  the  decree. 
Held,  upon  petition  by  the  children, 
that  these  acts  on  the  part  of  the  wife 
amounted  to  an  election,  and  that 
she  was  bound  by  the  decree ;  and 
she  was  ordered  to  settle  the  premises 
accordingly. 

Lassence  v.  Tiemof  (1  MacN.  & 
Gor.  651),  and  Field  v.  Moore  (19 
Beav.  176 ;  S.  C,  2  Jur.,  N.  S.,  145), 
explained.     Barrow  v.  Barrow,  409 

2.  A  married  woman,  deserted  by 
her  husband,  was  left  executrix  and 
residuary  legatee  under  a  will ;  after 
proving  which  she  obtained  from  a 
magistrate,  under  the  21st  section  of 
k  the  Divorce  and  Matrimonial  Causes 
Act  (20  &  21  Vict  c  85)  an  order 
for  the  protection  of  her  property — 
Held,  that  she  was  entitled  to  transfer 
Consols  standing  in  the  name  of  her 
testatrix  in  the  books  of  the  Bank  of 
England,  and  to  receive  dividends 
thereon,  as  if  she  were  a  feme  sole. 

And,  semble,  the  same  rule  would 
have  applied  if  she  had  been  merely 
executrix,  without  taking  any  bene- 


ficial interest  under  the  will,  ifory 
Bathe  v.  The  Governor  and  Qm^Mouf 
of  the  Bank  of  England,  564 

See  Husband  and  Wife,  1. 
Trustee  Act,  1850. 

FORECLOSURE  SUITS. 
See  Costs,  4. 

FOREIGN  LAW. 

See  MERGHAin  SmppiNa  Act,  1854. 

FOREIGN  STOCK  OR  FUND. 
See  East  India  Stock. 

FORESHORE. 
See  Sea  Shoes. 

FOREST  OF  DEAN. 
See  Cbown  Rights. 

FORESTERS  OF  THE  CROWN. 
See  Cbown  Rights. 

FORFEITURE. 
See  Chabteb. 

FRAUD. 

See  Feme  Covebte. 

Joint  Stock  Companies. 

FRAUDS  ON  POWERS. 
See  PowEBS,  1. 

FREEMAN  OF  CITY  OF  LON- 
DON. 

See  Wills,  2. 

GENERAL  BEQUEST. 
&0  Wills,  5. 


OOVEBNMENT  STOCK 


INFANTS. 
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GOVERNMENT  STOCK. 
See  East  India  Stock. 

GRANT. 

See  Settlememt,  1. 

GUARANTEED  SHARES. 
See  Company,  1. 

HEIR-AT-LAW. 

See  DowEB,  2. 
Wills,  6. 

«  HEIRS,''  BEQUEST  TO. 

See  Wills,  16. 

HOUSE  OF  LORDS. 
See  Jurisdiction,  2. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

The  power  of  a  wife  to  contract 
with  her  husband  is  not  confined  to 
her  separate  propertjr,  but  extends 
to  other  matters,  as  to  which  she 
can  be  regarded  for  the  purposes  of 
the  contract  as  a  feme  sole.  Thus, 
a  wife  suing  her  husband  for  a  di- 
▼orce  on  the  ground  of  adultery  and 
cruelty,  may  contract  with  him  to 
abandon  her  suit,  and  the  Court 
would  not  revise  specific  perform- 
ance of  such  a  contract  upon  the 
mere  ground  of  the  absence  of  a 
trustee — SembU. 

But  where  such  a  contract  con- 
tained stipulations  for  the  custody 
by  the  wife  of  children  above  seven 
years  of  age,  and  special  stipulations 
as '  to  their  religious  education,  and 
a  biU  was  filed  by  the  wife  for  spe- 
cific performance,  a  demurrer  was 
allowed — 1st,  because  such  stipula* 


tions  related  to  matters  to  which  her 
privilege  to  be  regarded  as  a  feme 
sole  did  not  extend ;  2ndly,  because 
they  could  not  be  enforced  against 
her  in  case  she  rei^sed  to  adhere  to 
them  ;  and  8rdly,  because  it  would 
be  contrary  to  public  policy  to  allow 
a  husband,  although  guilty  of  adul- 
tery and  cruelty,  thus  to  transfer  to 
his  wife  his  rights  and  duties  in  re- 
ference to  his  children. 

Costs — ^Principles  upon  which  the 
Court  acts  in  reference  to  costs  in  such 
cases.     VanBiUart  v.  VansiUarty      62 

See  Advancement  ob  Provision. 
Dower. 

INCOME  TAX. 

Testator,  by  his  will,  in  1854,  di- 
rected his  trustees  to  pay  to  his  widow 
during  her  life  the  annual  sum  of 
500/.  "free  from  legacy  duty  and 
other  deductions." — Held,  that  the 
annuity  was  subject  to  income  tax 
under  the  Act  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  84, 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  annuity  itself. 
Sadler  v.  Eichardsj  802 

INDIA  STOCK. 
See  East  India  Stook. 

INFANT  MORTGAGEE. 
See  Trustee  Act,  1850. 

INFANT,  SETTLEMENT  ON 
MABRIAGE  OF. 

See  Feme  Cotertb. 

INFANTS. 

Army  agents  advancing  reason- 
able sums  of  money  to  a  minor,  on 
the  assurance  that  he  required  them 
for  regimental  purposes  —  Heldy  in 
the  al^nce  of  fraud,  entitled  to  a 
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mSDRANCE  COMPANY. 


lien  for  the  amount  upon  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  of  his  commission, 
the  agent  not  being  fixed  with  notice 
of  any  impropriety  in  the  sale,  or 
other  mala  fides  in  the  transaction. 
Lawrie  v.  Bcmka^  142 

See  Vendob  and  Pubchaseb,  1. 


INFRINGEMENT  OF  PATENT. 
See  Patent,  2. 

INJUNCTION. 

In  a  suit  to  restrain  an  alleged 
infringement  of  Plaintiflfs  copyright 
in  a  design  registered  under  the  Act 
5  &  6  Vict.  c.  100,  the  Defendant 
does  not  lose  his  right  to  require  the 
Plaintiff  to  establish  his  title  in  an 
action  at  law,  although  he  delays 
doing  so  until  the  hearing  of  the 
cause,  and  has  previously  moved  to 
dissolve  upon  a  ground  which  can- 
not be  maintained. 

But  Defendants  ordered  to  pay 
the  costs  of  motion  to  dissolve,  that 
motion  being  useless  whatever  might 
be  the  result  of  the  cause.  Norton  v. 
Nichols,  475 

See  Joint  Stock  Companies  Wind- 
iNO-up  Acts, 
jubisdiction,  2,  4. 
Lessor  and  Lessee. 

MOBTQAGOB  AND  MOBTGAQEE. 

Patent. 
Public  Works. 
TbadeMabk. 


INSURANCE  COMPANY. 

A  policy  of  insurance,  headed 
« Capital  £100,000,"  provided  that 
such  capital,  and  other  the  property 
of  the  insurance  society  remaining 
at  the  time  of  any  chiim,  should 
alone  be  liable  to  make  good  all 
claims  upon  the  society  under  the 


policy;  and  that  no  shareholder 
should,  by  reason  of  the  policy,  be 
in  anywise  individually  or  personally 
liable  to  any  such  ckums,  or  be  in 
anywise  charged  by  reason  thereof 
beyond  the  amount  unpaid  of  his 
shares  in  the  said  capital. 

An  application  by  the  assured  for 
leave,  under  the  7th  section  of  the 
Joint  Stock  Companies  Winding-up 
Amendment  Act,  1857  (20  &  21 
Vict  c.  78),  to  issue  execution  or 
take  proceedings  against  an  indi- 
vidual shareholder,  who  had  paid  in 
full  upon  his  shares,  in  respect  of  the 
amount  the  assured  had  recovered  in 
an  action  on  the  policy  against  the 
official  manager  of  the  society,  was 
refused  with  costs,  the  Court  being 
of  opinion — 

(1.)  That  the  terms  of  the  policy 
precluded  the  assured  firom  any  re- 
medy at  law  against  an  individual 
shareholder. 

(2.)  That,  even  if,  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  company's  deed  of 
settlement,  the  policy  was  in  this  re- 
spect less  fiftvourable  to  the  assured 
than  the  deed  required  (which, 
aembkj  was  not  the  case),  that  cir- 
cumstance could  not  be  insisted 
upon  for  the  benefit  of  the  assured, 
his  rights  being  defined  by  the  con- 
tract into  whi(£  he  had  actually  en- 
tered. 

(3.)  That,  assuming  the  mention 
made  in  the  policy  of  the  capital 
stock  of  100,000/.  to  be  equivalent 
to  a  representation  that  the  so- 
ciety's capital  actually  amounted  to 
100,000/.,  and  to  be  a  fraud  on  the 
part  of  the  directors,  the  capital 
subscribed  for  at  the  date  of  the 
policy  not  exceeding  44,000/.,  that 
circumstance  would  not  entitle  the 
assured  to  have  execution  against  an 
individual  shareholder.  In  re  the 
AthencBum  Life  Assurance  Society ^  and 
in  re  the  Prince  of  Wales  Life  2«9t/r- 
ance  Society;  Exports  Durham^      517 
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INTEREST. 
See  Wills,  13. 

INTERNATIONAL  LAW. 

Prim&  facie,  and  unless  the  con- 
trary be  expressed,  or  be  implied 
from  the  absolute  necessity  of  the 
case,  every  Legislature  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  intended  by  its  enact- 
ments to  regulate  the  rights  which 
should  subsist  between  its  own  sub- 
jects, and  not  to  affect  the  rights  of 
foreigners,  whether  by  way  of  re- 
stricting or  augmenting  their  natural 
rights.     Cape  v.  Doherty^  867 

INVESTMENTS  IN  JOINT 
•    NAMES.- 

1.  Sums  of  stock  purchased  in  the 
joint  names  of  two  sisters,  and  a 
balance  to  their  joint  account  at  their 
banker's — Held^  under  the  circum- 
stances, to  belong  to  them  as  tenants 
in  common,  notwithstanding  they 
had  contributed  equally ;  the  Court 
looking  (inter  alia)  to  the  source 
whence  the  funds  were  derived,  viz., 
rents  of  land  of  which  the  two  were 
tenants  in  common.  Robinson  v. 
PresUnh  505 

2.  As  to  the  effect  of  a  payment  of 
moneys,  in  which  two  or  more  per- 
sons are  interested  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon, to  their  joint  account  at  a 
banker's,  without  more — qucBre.    lb, 

3.  The  rule  as  to  the  investment  of 
moneys  in  the  names  of  two  or  more 
persons  in  the  purchase  of  property, 
is  this : — ^If  invested  in  unequal  shares, 
the  purchasers  remain  tenants  in 
common  of  the  purchased  property ; 
if  in  equal  shares,  and  the  matter 
on  the  face  of  it  purports  to  be  a 
joint  tenancy,  it  b  considered  by  this 
Court  to  be  a  joint  tenancy,  and  no 


equity  is  supposed  to  intervene  by 
which  it  can  be  reduced  to  a  tenancy 
in  conmion. 

Harris  v.  Fergusson  (16  Sim.  308) 
explained.  lb. 

ISSUE,  TRIAL  OF. 

The  circumstance  that  the  Plain- 
tiff in  an  issue  was  dead  when  the 
issue  was  tried,  being  unknown  at 
the  trial — Held,  not  to  afford  ground 
for  a  new  trial.  Bird  v.  Kerr,      270 

JOINT  STOCK  COMPANIES. 

1.  Three  persons  who  had  taken 
shares  in  a  joint  stock  company, 
proved,  that,  when  they  signed  the 
company's  deed,  it  contained  a  false 
sheet  (which  had  been  fraudulently 
inserted,  and  to  all  appearance 
formed  an  integral  part  of  the  in- 
^ument)  limiting  the  liability  of 
shareholders  to  the  amount  of  their 
shares ;  whereupon,  in  winding  up 
the  company,  and  settling  the  list  of 
contributories,  they  were  released — 
Held,  that  their  release  did  not  affect 
the  liability  of  those  who  executed 
the  deed  after  the  false  sheet  had 
been  removed,  and  the  deed  restored 
to  the  form  in  which  it  was  originally 
registered,  notwithstanding  the  latter 
had  executed  the  deed  upon  the 
&ith  of  those  three  persons  being 
shareholders.  " 

Distinction,  in  this  respect,  be- 
tween joint  stock  companies  and  pri- 
vate partnerships.  In  re  the  Athe- 
ncBum  Life  Assurance  Society.  Rich- 
mond's  Case,  and  Painter's  Case,  305 

2.  The  capital  of  a  joint  stock  com- 
pany was  fixed  at  10,000/.,  but  vrith 
power  for  a  general  meeting  of  the 
shareholders  duly  convened  according 
to  certain  forms,  and  by  a  majority  of 
two-tbirds  of  the  then  shareholders, 
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to  increaae  that  amount  to  100,000^ 
No  sach  meeting  was  held,  but  a 
false  entry  was  made  by  the  chair- 
man in  the  minute  book  of  the  com- 
pany, stating,  that,  at  an  extraordi- 
nary genend  meeting  of  the  com- 
pany, it  had  been  resolved  to  increase 
the  capital  from  10,0002.  to  100,0002. 
The  capital  having  been  de  facto  in- 
creased, new  shares  having  been 
issued  and  taken,  profits  having  been 
made  upon  the  increased  capital,  and 
dividends  paid  on  such  profits  among 
all  the  shareholders  for  four  years — 
ffeldj  that  the  shareholders  must  be 
taken  to  have  acquiesced,  and  could 
not  now  object  to  the  irregular  man- 
ner in  wldch  the  shares  had  been 
increased.  J^. 

8.  A  director  of  a  joint  stock  com- 
pany proposed  to  his  co-directors,  that, 
for  ihe  benefit  of  the  company,  each  of 
them  should  take  a  certain  numb^ 
of  shares  to  be  held  in  trust  for  the 
company;  and,  to  set  an  example, 
he  signed  the  deed  for  2,000  shares. 
No  note  of  the  proposal  was  entered 
on  the  minutes,  nor  were  the  shares 
handed  over  to  him.  No  other  di- 
rector followed  his  example;  but, 
subsequently,  he  being  still  adirector, 
his  name  was  returned  to  the  stamp 
office  for  the  shares.  Afterwards, 
having  ceased  to  be  a  director,  and 
having  reason  to  know  that  the  com- 
pany was  in  £uling  circumstances, 
he  procured  his  shares  to  be  can- 
celled by  the  directors — Ileldj  upon 
the  terms  of  the  company's  deed  of 
settlement,  that  this  was  ultra  vires 
on  the  part  of  the  directors, — ^they 
having  no  power  to  cancel  or  di- 
minish the  capital,  but  only  to  forfeit 
shares  for  the  benefit  of  the  com- 
pany,— and  was  a  fraud  on  the  part 
of  the  shareholder ;  who  was  accord- 
ingly held  to  be  a  contributory  in 
respect  of  those  shares.  Ih, 


4.  The  deed  of  settlement  of  an 
insurance  society,  registered  under 
7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  after  empower- 
ing the  directors  to  effect  insurances 
on  lives  upon  such  terms  and  con- 
ditions and  in  such  manner  as  they 
should  think  proper,  provided  that 
every  policy  or  other  instrument  re- 
quired in  any  of  the  transactions 
foresaid  should  be  given  under  the 
hands  of  not  less  than  three  of  the 
directors,  and  sealed  with  the  com- 
mon seal  of  the  society:  and  that 
there  should  be  contained  thereini 
and  in  every  other  contract  to  be 
entered  into  on  behalf  of  the  society 
in  or  about  the  premises  (meaning 
in  or  about  matters  connected  with 
insurance),  a  reference  to  the  deed 
and  a  proviso  negativing  an  uncon- 
ditional liability.  The  deed  also  de- 
clared, that  it  should  be  competent 
to  a  board  of  directors  to  exercise 
certain  general  powers,  and  generally 
where  ^e  deed  was  silent  or  did  not 
otherwise  provide,  to  act  in  the  di- 
rection of  the  affairs  of  the  society 
in  such  manner  as  in  their  absolute 
discretion  they  should  think  most 
conducive  to  its  interests  —  ffM^ 
that  a  memorandum  signed  by  three 
of  the  directors,  but  not  under  the 
seal  of  the  society,  stipulating  that, 
on  payment  of  certain  premiums, 
the  society  would  guarantee  an  as- 
surance therein  mentioned,  and  would 
issue,  when  required,  a  stamped  po- 
licy in  the  form  authorised  by  their 
deed  of  settlement,  was  binding  upon 
the  general  body  of  the  shareholders, 
and  created  a  good  equitable  debt. 

State  of  the  law  as  to  the  liabili^ 
of  persons  dealing  with  companies 
re^stered  under  the  Act  7  &  8  Vict, 
c.  110,  to  make  themselves  acquaint- 
ed with  the  company's  deed  of  set- 
tlement, and  to  see  ^t  its  require- 
ments are  complied  with.  In  re  the 
Aihmomm  lAfi  Assurance  Society^  549 
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5.  Evidence  required,  in  the  case 
of  joint  stock  companies,  before  the 
Cburt  will  conclude  that  an  act  of 
the  directors  not  authorised  by  the 
company's  deed  of  settlement  has 
been  acquiesced  in  bj  the  share- 
holders. Ex  parte  the  Eagle  Intur^ 
<mce  Cmnpanyj  549 

JOINT  STOCK  COMPANIES 
WINDING-UP  ACTS. 

1.  Injunction  to  restrain  proceed- 
ings at  law  for  the  purpose  of  making 
a  company  bankrupt  refused,  not- 
withstandmg  an  order  had  been 
made  for  winding  up  the  company, 
and  an  official  manager  and  creditors' 
representative  had  been  appointed 
before  the  commencement  of  such 
proceedings, — the  creditors'  repre- 
sentative appearing  and  expressing 
his  consent  to  their  prosecution. 

Right  of  a  creditor  to  attend  and 
supervise  proceedings  in  chambers 
under  the  Winding-up  Acts  in  any 
way  he  may  consider  desirable  for 
securing  payment  of  the  debts  of  the 
company. 

Proper  course  to  be  taken  by 
creditors'  representative  for  this 
purpose: 

Literpretation  of  The  Joint  Stock 
Companies  Winding-up  Amendment 
Act,  1867  (20  &  21  Vict.  c.  78). 
In  re  the  London  and  Ea&tem  Banking 
Corporation^  278 

2.  The  parties  who  subscribe  the 
usual  subscribers'  agreement  of  a  pro- 
jected joint  stock  company  become 
co-contractors  with  each  other,  and 
are  bound  to  each  other  by  the  terms 
of  the  agreement ;  and  if  it  should 
appear  that  there  has  been  any  spe- 
cial dealing  between  two  or  more  of 
their  body,  tending  to  vary  the  ope- 
ration of  the  agreement,  the  rest 
cannot  be  affected  by  that  circum- 
stance, except  so  far  as   they  are 


shown  to  have  been  cognisant  of  and 
to  have  acquiesced  in  the  transaction, 
so  that  their  consciences  are  bound. 

Provisional  directors  of  a  com- 
pany, to  be  incorporated  by  Act  of 
Parliament,  propose  to  a  contractor 
that  he  shall  have  the  contract  for 
the  company's  works,  provided  he 
will  accept  payment  pardy  in  sharer, 
the  number  of  shares  to  be  settled 
by  the  company's  engineer,  but  con- 
tractor to  sign  ihe  subscribers'  agree- 
ment for  a  sufficient  number  to 
make  up  the  amount  required  by 
the  Standing  Orders  of  Parliament. 
The  contractor  having  accordingly 
signed  for  620  shares  of  10^.  each, 
and  the  Act  having  then  been  ob- 
tained, he  sends  in  a  tender,  which 
is  accepted  by  the  directors,  agree- 
ing to  execute  the  works  for  24,000/., 
to  be  paid,  as  to  8,000/.,  in  shares. 
The  scheme  being  abandoned  before 
the  works  were  commenced — 

Held  (1.)  Upon  the  construction 
of  the  deed,  that  the  arrangement 
made  by  the  directors  with  the  con- 
tractor was  ultra  vires. 

(2.)  That,  if  not  a  fraud  on  the 
Stan^ng  Orders  of  the  House  of 
Lords  (as  to  which  gucBre)^  it  was 
void  as  against  such  of  the  parties 
subscribing  the  deed  as  were  not 
privy  to  it. 

(8.)  That  the  circumstance  of  the 
contractor  having  signed  the  deed 
last  but  one,  the  last  subscriber  being 
privy  to  the  arrangement,  did  not 
alter  the  rights  of  tibose  subscribers 
to  the  deed  who  were  not  privy 
to  it. 

(4.)  That,  as  no  call  had  been 
made,  nor  any  thing  done  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  subscribers  to  the 
number  of  shares  for  which  any 
subscriber  was  registered,  the  cir- 
cumstance of  the  contractor  having 
been  registered  for  nearly  four  years 
as  the  holder  of  only  ten  shares,  did 
not  preclude  the  company  from  in- 
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nsting  that  he  was  liable  for  the 
whole  620. 

Held,  therefore,  that  (whaterer 
equity  the  contractor  might  have 
against  the  directors)  as  against  the 
company,  he  must  be  included  in  the 
list  of  contributories  for  the  entire 
number  of  shares  for  which  he  had 
signed  the  deed.  In  re  The  North 
Shields  Qua^  and  Improvements  Com- 
pony;  DoMdMyfCecase^  688 

8.  A  shareholder,  who  has  failed 
before  the  Chief  Clerk  in  an  attempt 
to  have  his  name  removed  from  the 
list  of  contributories,  and  adjourns 
the  question  into  Court,  if  he  fiuls 
on  the  hearing  in  Court,  pays  all  the 
costs  of  that  hearing.  lb. 

See  Insusakce  Coscpant. 

JOINT  TENANCY. 

See  ImrESTBCEMTS  in  Joikt  Names. 

JOINTURE  BENT  CHARGE. 
See  Sbttlememt,  1. 

JUDGMENT. 
See  Chabginq  Obdsr. 

JUDICIAL  COGNISANCE. 

See  EviDENCB. 

MsbohabtShippiico  Act,  1854. 

JURISDICTION. 

1.  This  Court  will  not  order 
original  documents  to  be  taken  out 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  for 
the  purpose  of  their  being  produced 
before  a  special  examiner  on  the 
examination  ofwitnessesin  the  cause,, 
unless  a  special  case  be  made  for* 
that  purpose. 

But,  sembley  the  Court  has  juris* 
diction,  upon  a  special  case  being 


made,  to  make  such  an  order.  Ix^bne 
V.  The  Falkland  Idandg  Coa^pany 
(No.  2).  39 

2.  The  authorities  as  to  the  juris- 
diction of  this  Court  to  interfere  at 
the  instance  of  parties  claiming  real 
property  under  a  legal  title,  bj  tnj^ 
pointing  a  receiver  of  the  rents  and 
profits,  and  by  injunction  to  restznm 
waste,  examined. 

They  establish  these  propositions  : 
•—1st.  In  the  absence  of  fraud,  and 
where  there  is  no  privity  between 
the  parties,  this  Court  will  not  inter- 
fere, at  the  instance  of  a  person  so 
claiming,  to  grant  a  receiver  against 
parties  in  possession.  2nd.  Nor  will 
it  interfere,  at  the  like  instance,  to 
restrain  waste,  except  maliciooa  or 
destructive  waste,  6.  ^.,  by  pulling 
down  the  capital  messuage,  stripping 
the  estate  of  its  timber,  or  oilier  like 
acts,  which  no  owner  would  do,  or 
which  would  destroy  the  propertj 
before  they  could  be  arrested  at  law. 
8rd.  But  flagrant  acts  of  this  ex- 
ceptional character  would  at  the 
present  day  be  restrained,  and  that 
before  judigment  at  law,  and  not- 
withstanding Plaintiff  were  out  of 
possession,  and  his  tide  denied  on 
oath  by  Defendant. 

Therefore,  where  a  bill  alleged 
that  Plaintiff  was  Earl  of  ShrewtHmryj 
and  entitied  as  such  to  real  estates 
inalienably  annexed  to  the  eaiidom 
by  Act  of  Parliament,  his  titie  as  to 
part,  called  the  settied  estates,  being 
legal,  and  as  to  the  rest,  called  the 
unsettied  estates,  being  equitable; 
that  his  claim  to  the  earldom  had 
been  heard  in  the  House  of  Lords 
before  a  Committee  of  Privil^es, 
who  had  already  expressed  a  strong 
opinion  (although  they  had  not 
actually  decided)  in  his  £Eivour;  that 
Defendants,  claiming  under  a  will 
of  the  late  Earl,  *<  by  &vour  of  some 
of  the  tenants,"  had  entered  into 
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receipt  of  the  rents  of  the  settled 
estates  to  an  amount  exceeding 
25,000/.  a-jear;  and  that  they  had 
cut  down  considerable  quantities  of 
timber  on  the  estates  generally,  some 
of  an  ornamental  character  and  some 
not  ripe  for  cutting;  and  charged 
that  many  of  the  tenants  of  the 
settled  estates,  by  reason  of  the  con- 
flicting claims  to  the  earldom,  had 
reftised  to  pay  their  rents  to  Plaintiff 
or  Defendants,  by  reason  whereof 
rents  exceeding  5,000/.  a  year  were 
in  danger  of  being  lost ;  and  prayed 
that,  pending  Plaintiff's  proceedings 
to  establish  his  claim  to  the  earl- 
dom, and  proceedings  by  ejectment, 
which  he  offered  to  bring  when  that 
claim  was  established,  a  receiver 
might  be  appointed,  and  the  Defen- 
dants restrained  from  cutting  timber 
on^e  estate:  a  demurrer  was  allowed 
to  so  much  of  the  bill  as  sought  relief 
in  respect  of  the  settled  estates ;  the 
Court  being  of  opinion  that  the 
amount  at  stake  did  not  affect  the 
question,  that  theunpaidrent8(5,000/. 
per  annum)  need  not  be  lost  (since, 
if  an  action  were  brought,  they 
would  be  paid  either  to  Plaintiff  or 
into  Court  upon  interpleader),  and 
that  the  waste  aUeged  was  not  such 
as  to  justify  interference. 

And  to  so  much  of  the  bill  as  sought 
relief  in  respect  of  the  unsettled 
estates,  a  plea  that  Plaintiff  was  not 
Earl  of  Shrewsbury  was  allowed. 

Whether,  pendkighis  claim  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  PLsdntiff  could  not 
have  taken  proceedings  at  law  to 
recover  the  estates;  and  whether, 
if  otherwise  entitled  here  to  summary 
relief,  he  ought  not  to  satisfy  the 
Court  that  an  action  is  pending 
between  him  and  Defendants,  which 
will  try  his  right — QucBre. 

Dicta  of  Sir  A.  Harty  in  Lloyd  v. 
Lord  TrmUston  (2  Moll.  81),  as  to 
the  effect  of  possession  obtained  by 
favour  of  the  tenants,   considered. 


His  remark  that  such  possession  has 
not  the  quality  of  an  authorised 
possession,  and  that  a  devisee  so  let 
into  possession  does  not  acquire  any 
right,  was  meant  to  apply  to  some 
case  of  fraudulent  or  forcible  pos- 
session which  the  lawwUl  not  author- 
ise— ^not  to  such  a  possession  as  would 
put  the  heir  to  legal  process  for  the 
recovery  of  his  right.  Talbot  {Earl) 
T.  Hope  ScoUj  96 

8.  Where  by  Act  of  Parliament 
lands  were  vested  in  trustees  upon 
trust  for  sale,  and  subject  thereto 
upon  trusts  annexing  the  rents  in- 
aUenably  to  the  earldom  of  Shretvs- 
hury,  and  the  last  earl  attempted  to 
disentail  and  devise  the  property 
annexed  to  the  earldom  to  the  same 
trustees  upon  trust  for  a  particular 
claimant,  and  the  trustees  accepted 
that  trust,  and  claimed  to  receive  the 
rents  in  that  character,  pending  pro- 
ceedings by  the  Plaintiff  to  establish 
his  claim  to  the  earldom, — a  receiver 
was  ordered  of  the  estates  (if  any) 
vested  in  the  trustees,  of  which  the 
tenants  were  not  paying  rent  to 
them,  and  the  Defendants  were  put 
upon  an  undertaking  as  to  the  rest ; 
upon  the  ground  that  the  trusts  they 
had  accepted  under  the  will  were  in 
conflict  with  the  prior  trusts  upon 
which  they  held  the  estates.  Talbot 
(Earl)  V.  Hcpe  Scottj  139 

4.  Injunction  to  restrain  Defend- 
ants in  possession  frx>m  stripping  an 
estate  of  timber,  granted  upon  motion 
by  a  Plaintiff  claiming  under  a  title 
at  law.    Neale  v.  Cr^ps,  472 

5.  This  Court  has  no  jurisdiction, 
either  under  the  50th  section  of  the 
Act  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  or  other- 
wise, to  make  a  declaration  of  right, 
unless  it  be  one  upon  which  the 
Court  could  act,  if  required,  by 
granting  consequential  relief. 


E  B  E  2 


778        JURISDICTION. 


LESSOR  AND  LESSEE. 


Where  the  declaration  sought  is 

not  of  that  nature,  the  Court  has  no 

jurisdiction   to   entertain    the    suit. 

Bristow  V.  Whitmort.  743 

See  Copyholds. 


JUS  TERTH. 
See  Production  op  Documents,  2. 

LACHES, 

See  Public  Works. 

Security  for  Costs,  1. 

LANDS,  AFTER-ACQUIRED. 
See  Wills,  14. 

LAPSE. 

See  Wills,  8,  6. 

LEASE. 

Although,  primSl  facie,  a  lessor 
shall  not  be  taken  to  have  intended 
to  enter  into  a  covenant  for  perpe- 
tual renewal,  yet  if  there  be  in  the 
lease  expressions  indicative  of  such 
an  intention,  the  Court  will  give 
effect  thereto. 

Lease  for  Uves,  with  a  covenant 
on  the  death  of  either  of  the  cestuis 
que  vie  to  execute  a  renewed  lease  at 
the  same  rent  and  subject  to  the 
same  covenants  "  including  this  pre- 
sent covenant" — Held,  a  covenant 
for  perpetual  renewal,  and  lessee  en- 
titled to  have  inserted  in  the  re- 
newed lease  a  covenant  for  renewal 
totidem  verbis  with  that  contained  in 
the  original  lease,  but  with  the  name 
of  the  new  cestui  que  vie  substituted 
for  that  of  the  deceased. 

Distinction  as  to  the  form  of  the 
renewed  lease,  in  this  respect,  where 
the  reversion  has  become  vested  in 
a  trustee.     Hare  v.  Burgesy  45 


LEASE,  MINING. 
See  Lessor  and  Lessee. 

LEGACY  SINKING  INTO  DE- 
VISED ESTATE. 

See  Wills,  6. 

LESSOR  AND  LESSEE. 

The  lessee  of  a  mine  covenanted 
by  his  lease,  at  the  end  of  the  term, 
if  the  lessor  should  require  it,  to 
leave  him  all  the  engines,  machineiy, 
things,  and  materials  which  should 
have  been  used  in  and  about  the 
working  of  the  mine,  upon  receiving 
twelve  months  notice  from  the  les- 
sor, and  being  paid  for  the  same 
according  to  a  valuation.  La  a  sub- 
sequent part  of  the  lease  it  was  pro- 
vided, that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
lessee  at  any  time  or  times  during 
the  term,  or  within  twelve  months 
after  its  expiration,  to  remove  all 
the  machinerj,  engines,  things,  and 
materials  which  should  be  erected  or 
brought  bj  him  upon  the  premises, 
unless  tiie  lessor  should  be  minded 
to  purchase  the  same,  which  he 
should  have  Ubertj  to  do  upon 
giving  the  notice  thereinbefore  men- 
tioned, and  upon  paying  the  price 
estimated.  The  deed  also  contained 
a  covenant  bj  the  lessee,  not  to  do 
any  act  which  might  occasion  or  tend 
to  produce  the  drowning  of  the  mine. 

Fourteen  years  before  the  expira- 
tion of  the  term  the  lessee  became 
insolvent,  and  assigned  everything 
he  had  brought  upon  the  premises 
to  trustees,  who  gave  notice  to  the 
lessor  of  their  intention  to  remove 
the  same  unless  he  should  be  minded 
to  purchase. 

To  a  bill  by  the  lessor,  averring 
that  such  removal  would  occasion  or 
tend  to  produce  the  drowning  of  the 
mine,  and  praying  for  an  injunction 
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to  restrain  the  same  until  the  end  of 
the  tenn,  and  until  the  Plaintiff  had 
the  opportunity  of  exercising  his 
option  to  purchase,  a  demurrer  was 
iJlowed,  the  Court  being  of  opinion, 
that,  according  to  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  lease,  the  lessee  was  to- 
be  at  liberty  to  remove  aU  the  pro- 
per^ in  question  unless  the  lessor 
gave  notice  of  his  intention  to  pur- 
chase, and  paid  for  the  same.  Bol- 
lutan  V.  NeWf  640 

LIABILITY  OP  INDIVIDUAL 
SHAREHOLDERS. 

See  INSURANCE  Compakt. 


LIMITATION  OVER. 

See  Wills,  15. 

LIMITED  AGENCY. 
See  Joint  Stock  Companies,  4. 

LIMITED  COMPANIES. 

Where  a  Umited  company  was 
Plaintiff— ^«/;i  that  a  bond  for  100/. 
was  sufficient  security  for  costs 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Joint 
Stock  Companies  Act,  1857,  s.  24. 
The  Australum  Steam  Ship  Company 
(Limited)  v.  Fleming^  407 

LONDON,  FREEMAN  OF. 
See  Wills,  2. 

LORD'S  DAY,  THE. 
^60  Chabteb. 

LORDS,  HOUSE  OF. 

Su  JUBISDICnON,  2. 


LOST  GRANT. 
See  Crown  Rights. 

MAINTENANCE  AND  AD- 
VANCEMENT. 

See  Powers,  1. 

MANORS. 

See  Copyholds. 
Crown  Rights. 


MARRIAGE,  REPRESENTA- 
TIONS PREVIOUS  TO. 

See  Settleicent,  1. 


MARRIED  WOMAN. 
Su  Feme  Coyerte. 


MEETING,  GENERAL,  OF 
COMPANY. 

See  CoMPANT,  1. 


MERCHANT  SHIPPING  ACT, 
1854. 

1.  The  limitation  of  liability  pro- 
vided for  a  shipowner  bj  the  504th 
section  of  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act,  1854,  where  loss  or  damage  is 
occasioned  bj  his  ship  to  any  other 
ship,  or  to  the  goods  on  board  anj 
other  ship — Heldy  not  to  apply  to  a 
case  of  collision  between  two  Ameri- 
can ships  upon  the  high  seas. 

And  the  Court  refused  to  take 
judicial  cognisance  that  the  law  of 
America  is,  in  this  respect,  the  same 
as  our  own. 

But  if  that  circumstance  be  aver- 
red and  proved,  the  Court  can  ad- 
minister American  law  between 
Americans — eemble.  Cope  v.  Do- 
herty,  367 


780    MERCHANT  SHIPPING  ACT. 


MOBTGAGE. 


2.  A  mortgagee  of  a  ship  has 
power,  under  the  70th  section  of  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854,  to 
use,  as  well  as  sell,  the  shij^semhie. 

Where  a  mortgagee  claimed  under 
a  special  contract,  which  did  not 
contemplate  a  sale  bj  him  until  two 
months  had  elapsed  after  a  demand 
for  payment — Hdd,  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  agreement,  and 
especially  having  re^ird  to  the  cir- 
cumstance that  the  sUp  would  other- 
wise remain  useless  in  that  interval, 
that  he  was  at  liberty  to  use  the  ship. 

In  such  a  case,  the  circumstance 
of  the  mortgagee  being  registered  as 
absolute  owner  is  not  conclusive  as 
to  the  rights  of  the  parties. 

Further,  observations  as  to  the 
power  of  the  Court,  under  the  Mer- 
chant Shipping  Act,  1854,  to  recog- 
nise equitable  rights  in  a  ship  as  dis- 
tinguished firom  those  of  the  regis- 
tered owner.  The  European  and 
AustraUctn  Royal  Mail  Company 
(Limited)  v.  The  Boyal  Mail  Steam 
Packet  Company,  676 

8.  The  value  of  a  ship,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Merchant  Ship- 
ping Act,  1854  (17  &  18  Vict,  c 
104,  s.  504),  is,  what  she  would  have 
fetched  if  sold  immediately  before 
the  collision,  without  deduction  in  re- 
spect of  costs  of  sale. 

Therefore,  when  a  ship  had  run 
down  another  and  was  afterwards 
sold,  and  her  owners  claimed  the 
benefit  of  the  Act— i7e^  that  they 
were  accountable  for  the  gross  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale,  without  deduction 
in  respect  of  disbursements  and  fees 
retained  by  the  Admiralty  Com- 
missioners. Leycester  v.  Logan,     725 


MERGER. 


See  Copyhold,  2. 

MOBTQAGE,  1. 


MINES. 
See  Cbown  Rights. 

MOBTGAGOB  AlCD  MOBTGAGEB. 


MINING  COMPANY. 
See  MoBTicAiN,  1. 

MINING  LEASE. 
See  Lessob  and  Lessee. 

«  MmORITY,^  MEANING  OF. 
See  Wills,  15. 

MISREPRESENTATION, 
^ee  Insubakce  Compant. 


MISTAKE  OF  FACT,  PAY- 
MENT UNDER. 

See  ExEcuTOBS,  1. 


MONEY  PAYMENT. 
See  Chabteb. 

"MONEYS,"  CONSTRUCTION 
OF. 

SeeWtLLB^S. 

MORTGAGE. 

Tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  ex- 
pectant upon  a  preceding  estate  tail, 
purchased  a  mortgage  on  the  estate 
and  took  an  assignment  to  himself 
of  the  mortgage  debt  and  of  the  tenn 
by  which  it  was  secured.  He  sub- 
sequentlj  became  entitled  to  the 
estate  as  tenant  in  tail  in  possession, 
and  as  such  continued  for  six  years 
in  receipt  of  the  rents ;  after  which 


M0BTQA6E. 


MORTGAGOR. 
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he  died  without  barring  the  entail 
or  doing  any  other  act  indicative  of 
an  intention  as  to  whether  the  charge 
should  merge — ffeldj  that  the  chai^ 
was  kept  alive  for  the  benefit  of  his 
personal  representative. 

Distinction  in  this  respect  where 
tenant  in  tail  becomes  entitled  to  the 
charge  without  any  act  on  his  part. 

Dictum  of  Sir  W.  Grant  in  Forbes 
Y.  Moffat  (18  Yes.  898)  explained. 
Horton  v.  Smth^  624 

See  Chaboino  Obdeb. 
Cbsditobs'  Suit,  1. 


MORTGAGE  OF  SHIP. 
See  Smppmo  CoMPAinr. 


MORTGAGOR  AND  MORT- 
GAGEE. 

Where  a  trespass  was  committed 
on  Plaintiffs'  mine,  and  an  air-course 
and  level  roads  made  through  it 
underground  to  connect  adjoining 
collieries  in  mortgage  to  Defendants, 
and  large  quantities  of  Plaintiffs'  coal 
were  thereby  fraudulently  gotten  and 
removed  without  their  Imowledge — 
ffeldy 

First.  That  the  Defendants,  the 
mortgagees,  could  not  be  made  ac* 
countable  for  any  portion  removed 
by  their  mortgagor  while  they  allowed 
him  to  remain  in  possession,  notwith- 
standing the  proceeds  of  the  coal,  so 
wrongfully  removed  by  him,  had 
found  their  way  week  by  week,  but 
without  notice  of  the  fraud,  into 
Defendants'  hands,  and  notwith- 
standing they  continued  the  use  of 
the  air-course  and  roads  after  taking 
possession,  and  retained  in  their 
employment  as  manager  of  the 
collieries  the  person  by  whose  agency 
the  fraud  had  been  perpetrated. 


Seotmdfy.  That  this  Court  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  give  the  Plaintiffs 
compensation  in  respect  of  conse- 
quential injury  by  reason  of  laige 
portions  of  their  coal  being  rendered 
unworkable  and  useless  to  Uiem ;  but, 
Thirdlif.  That  Defendants,  the 
mortgagees,  could  not  be  allowed  to 
retain  Uie  user  of  the  air-course  or 
roads,  although  the  continuance  of 
that  user  might  be  no  special  injury 
tothePlaintifis;  bat, 

Fourthfy.  That,  not  having  them- 
selves made  such  apertures,  de-» 
fendants  could  not  be  ordered  to  fill 
them  up. 

Fifthly.  That,  all  the  proceeds 
having  been  traced  to  the  mortgagees, 
and  no  portion  retained  by  the  agent, 
the  latter  could  not  in  this  Court  be 
made  personally  chargeable  for  the 
value  of  the  coal  removed,  notwith« 
standing  his  own  fraudulent  conduct 
in  the  transaction. 

Form  of  order,  under  such  circum- 
stances, and  of  decree  for  an  account 
against  the  mortgagor  and  mort- 
gagees, and  as  to  the  allowances  to 
be  made  to  Defendants  in  respect  of 
the  coal  for  which  they  were  held 
accountable. 

If  won  by  Defendants  in  such  a 
manner  as  seriously  to  injure  the 
rest  of  the  Plaintiffs'  coal,  Defen- 
dants would  be  entitled  to  no  allow- 
ance for  winning  such  coal — Semble. 
Whether,  under  such  circum- 
stances as  the  above,  the  onus  is  not 
upon  persons  in  the  position  of  the 
mortgagees  to  show  how  much  coal 
had  been  abstracted  by  themselves, 
and  how  much  by  others  before  they 
took  possession — Qucere. 

Distinction,  as  regards  the  juris- 
diction of  this  Court,  between 
damages  as  such,  and  wrongs  atten- 
ded with  profit  to  the  wrongdoer. 
PoweU  V.  Aiken,  848 

See  Mebchamt  Shippqio  Act,  1854. 
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MORTGAGEE. 


PATENT. 


MORTGAGEE,  INFANT. 

Set  Trustee  Act,  1850. 

MORTMAIN. 

Shares  in  Mining  Companies  con- 
ducted on  the  cost-book  principle — 
EeJd^  not  within  Stat,  of  Mortmain, 
9  Greo.  2,  c.  86,  the  mines  being 
vested  in  trustees  for  the  purposes 
of  the  undertaking  generally,  and 
not  in  trust  for  the  individual  share- 
holders; and  the  interest  of  the 
shareholders  being  limited  to  the 
profits  derived  from  working  the 
mines.    Hayter  v.  Tucker^  243 


See  Will,  11,  12. 

MOTION  TO  DISSOLVE. 
See  Injunction,  1. 

MOTION  TO  STAY  TRIAL. 
See  Bnx  fob  Discoyebt. 

MUNICIPAL  LAW. 
See  Intebnational  Law. 

NEW  TRIAL. 

See  Issue. 

NEXT  OF  KIN. 
See  Will,  10. 

NOTARIAL  SEAL. 
See  EviDENCS. 

NOTARY  PUBLIC. 
See  Eyidenge. 


NOTICE. 

See  Bankbuptct,  1. 
Chabging  Obdebs. 


NUISANCE. 
See  Public  Wobks. 

ONUS  OF  PROOF. 
See  Company,  1. 

ORDER  OF  PROTECTION. 
See  Feme  Coyebtb,  2. 

ORDERS  OF  COURT. 

1828.    April  8.      Order  40. 
See  Limited  Companies. 

1858.    August  7.     Order  3. 
See  Enbolment  of  Decbeb. 

PATENT. 

1.  In  a  suit  for  the  infiingement 
of  a  patent,  where  the  Court  con- 
siders the  Plaintiff  entitled  to  fiill 
costs  as  between  solicitor  and  dient, 
the  decree  or  order  should  contain 
an  express  direction  that  the  costs 
be  so  taxed,  notwithstanding  the  43rd 
section  of  the  Patent  Law  Amend- 
ment Act,  1852,  provides  that  he 
shall  have  such  fhll  costs,  unless  the 
Judge  shall  certify  that  he  ought 
not  to  have  them.    Lister  t.  Leathery 

425 

2.  The  rule  in  patent  cases,  that 
this  Court  cannot  decree  an  account 
unless  it  can  grant  an  injunction, 
applies,  notwithstanding  it  may  ^ 
pear  at  the  hearing  that,  since  an 


PATENT. 


POWERS. 
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interim  injunction  was  moyed  for, 
the  Defendants  have  sold  articles 
which,  had  the  facts  and  law  been 
then  sufficiently  ascertained,  the 
Court  would  have  restrained  them 
from  selling.  Price's  Patent  Candle 
Company  (Limited)  v.  BauweiCs  Pa- 
tent Candle  Company  {Limited)^     121 

PARLIAMENTARY  STOCK. 
See  East  India  Stock. 

PARTITION  OF  MANORS. 

Su  COPTBOLDS,  2. 

PARTNERSHIP. 
See  Author  and  Publisher. 

PAYMENT  OF  MONEY  INTO 
COURT. 

^ee  Trusts  and  Trustees,  1. 
Wills,  4. 

PEERAGE. 
See  Jurisdiction,  2. 

PERPETUAL  RENEWAL. 
/See  Lease,  1. 

PETITION,  UNDER  6  &  7  Vict. 
c.  73. 

See  Attorney  and  Client,  1. 


PLEADING. 

Where  there  is  a  specific  aver- 
ment, an  interrogatoiy  founded 
thereon  must  be  specifically  answer- 
ed. A  general  denial  is  not  a  suffi- 
cient answer  to  a  specific  charge. 


Therefore,  where  the  averment 
was,  that  land  was  conveyed  to  one 
J.  S.,  and  the  interrogatory  was 
whether  such  land  was  not  conveyed 
to  one  J.  S.,  "  or  to  some  and  what 
person  or  persons?" — Held^  that  an 
answer,  stating  conveyances  to  per- 
sons other  than  J.  S.,  and  adding 
that,  save  as  therein  appeared,  the 
person  answering  could  not  set  forth 
whether  the  land  in  question  was  or 
not  conveyed  to  one  J.  S.,  or  to  some 
or  what  person  or  persons,  was  eva- 
sive.   Earp  V.  Lloydy  58 


POLICY  OF  ASSURANCE. 
See  Insurance  Compant. 

POLICY,  PUBLIC. 
See  Public  Policy. 


POWERS. 

Proceeds  of  the  sale  by  an  in&nt 
of  his  commission  in  the  army,  pur- 
chased three  months  previously  at 
his  request  by  his  trustees,  under  a 
power  to  raise  money  for  Ids  main- 
tenance and  advancement,  out  of  a 
fund  in  which  he  had  only  a  contin- 
gent, interest  : — Held,  in  the  absence 
of  fraud,  to  belong  to  the  infant,  al- 
though the  trustees'  object  in  exer- 
cising the  power  had  failed  ab  initio. 
Lawrie  v.  Banker  142 


POWERS  OF  APPOINTMENT. 
See  Wills,  5. 


POWERS  OF  DISTRESS  AND 
ENTRY. 

See  Settlement,  1. 
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POWEBS. 


PROVISION. 


POWERS  TO  APPOINT  NEW 

TRUSTEES. 

See  Trusts  aio)  Trustees,  1. 

PRACTICE. 

See  Bill  for  Discovert. 
Costs. 

Enrolh£nt  of  Decree. 
Evidence. 
Injunction,  1. 
Issue. 

Production  op  Documents,  2. 
Securttt  for  Costs,  1. 
Settled  Estates  Act. 

PREFERENCE  SHARES. 
See  CoMPANT,  1. 

PRESCRIPTION. 
See  Crown  Rights. 

PRESUMPTION. 

See  Advancement  or  Provision. 

PRIORITY. 

See  Charging  Order. 
Bankruptcy,  1. 

PRIVATE  RIGHTS. 
See  Public  Workb. 

PRIVILEGED  COMMUNICA- 

TIONS. 
See  Production  op  Documents,  1. 

PRODUCTION  OF  DOCU- 
MENTS. 
1.  Answers  to  inquiries  addressed 
bj  Defendants  to  their  agent  in  the 


FaMand  Islands  by  direction  of  their 
solicitor,  for  the  purpose  of  procuring 
evidence  in  support  of  Defendants^ 
case,  are  within  the  rule  as  to  pro- 
tection. 

Tlie  true  test  in  such  cases  is,  not 
whether  the  person  who  is  at  a  dis- 
tance and  transmits  the  information 
is  the  agent  of  the  solicitor  and  sent 
out  bj  him,  but  whether  in  trans- 
mitting that  information  he  was  dis- 
charging a  duty  which  properly 
devolved  on  the  solicitor,  and  whidi 
would  have  been  performed  by  the 
solicitor  had  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  admitted  of  his  performing  it  in 
person.  Lafone  v.  The  Fa&kmd 
Islands  Con^^any^  84 

2.  Upon  motion  on  behalf  of  a 
Defendant  in  a  suit,  for  production 
by  the  Plaintiff  of  a  document  of 
which  the  Plaintiff  had  obtained 
production  by  an  order  against  his 
Co-defendant,  the  Court  refitsed  to 
make  an  order  in  the  absence  of  the 
latter. 

But,  semble,  the  mere  circumstance 
of  the  Plaintiff  having  obtained  the 
document  for  a  specific  and  limited 
purpose  would  not  have  entitled  him 
to  have  it  protetsted  on  the  ground 
of  an  implied  confidence  that  it  should 
not  be  used  for  any  other  purpose — 
Reynolds  v.  OodUe^  88 


PROFITS  A  PRENDRE. 
See  Crowk  Rights. 

PROTECTION,  ORDER  OF. 
See  Feme  Coverte,  2. 

PROVISION. 
See  Advancsksnt  or  Provision. 


PUBLIC  COMPANY, 


REAL  ESTATE. 
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PUBLIC  COMPANY. 

SU  COXPANT,  1. 

PUBLIC  POLICY. 
See  Husband  and  Wifb,  1. 

PUBLIC  WORKS. 

Public  works  ordered  by  Act  of 
Parliament  must  be  so  executed  as 
not  to  interfere  with  the  private 
rights  of  individuals;  and  in  deciding 
on  the  right  of  a  single  proprietor  to 
an  injunction  to  restrain  such  inter- 
ference, the  circumstance  that  a  vast 
population  will  suffer  (e.  g.^  bj  re- 
maining undrained)  unless  his  rights 
are  invaded,  is  one  which  this  Court 
cannot  take  into  consideration. 

The  council  of  the  borough  of 
Birmingham  were  bound  hj  a  local 
Act  of  Parliament,  incorporatingThe 
Towns  Improvement  Clauses  Act 
(10  &  11  Vict  c.  84),  effectuallj  to 
drain  the  town — Held,  that  they 
were  not  justified  in  so  carrying  on 
their  operations  for  this  purpose  as  to 
drive  away  fish,  and  prevent  cattle 
from  drinking  of  the  water  of  a  river 
at  a  part  seven  miles  below  the  town 
and  where  it  belonged  to  the  plaintiff. 

Held  also  that,  assuming  the  in- 
habitants of  Birmingham  to  have  had 
before  their  Act  a  right  to  drain  their 
houses  into  the  river,  that  circum- 
stance would  not  authorise  the  council 
in  discharging  the  sewage  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  subject  the  Plaintiff  to 
the  inconvenience  of  which  he  now 
complained. 

ffeldfurih^r  that,  although  Plaintiff 
had  submitted  to  the  injury  for  nearly 
four  years,  trusting  to  the  assurance 
of  the  council  that  they  were  carrying 
out  a  scheme  of  sewage  by  which 
eventually  the  evil  would  be  re- 
moved, he  was  not  precluded  on  the 


ground  of  laches  from  now  applying 
for  an  injunction,  the  rule  in  such 
cases  being,  that  the  mere  prospect 
of  injury  does  not  give  a  right  to  this 
relief.  The  Attorney^ General  v.  Hie 
Council  of  the  Borough  of  Binmng- 
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PUBLISHER. 

See  AuTHOB  and  Publisheb. 
Vendob  and  Pubchaseb,  1. 


PURPRESTURE. 

See  Sea  Shobb. 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

1.  Where  purchase  money  had 
been  paid  into  Court  by  the  Bristol 
and  Exeter  Railway  Company  and 
invested  in  stock — Held^  on  the  con- 
struction of  the  company's  Act,  that 
the  Court  had  no  power  to  order 
the  company  to  pay  the  costs  of 
obtaining  a  transfer  to  the  person 
absolutely  entitled,  notwithstanding 
they  might  have  been  ordered  under 
the  Act  to  pay  much  larger  costs, 
had  the  petition  prayed  a  reinvest- 
ment in  land.  In  re  I%e  Bristol  and 
Exeter  RaUtoay  Act,  6  &  7  WilL  4, 
c.  36,  and  In  re  Land's  Trusty         81 

2.  The  like  decision  upon  a  similar 
Act,  in  a  matter  transferred  from  the 
Exchequer,  notwithstanding  In  re 
Robertson  (23  Beav.  433).  Moueelajs 
Trusty  In  re,  86  n. 

See  CoMPANT,  1. 


REAL  ESTATE  RESULTING 
AS  PERSONALTY. 

See  CoNVEBsioN, 
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RECEIVER. 


SEA  SHORE. 


RECEIVER. 

See  JuBisDiCTiON,  2,  3. 

RECITAL. 
See  Settlement,  1. 

REDEMPTION  SUITS. 

See  Costs,  4. 

REMEDY,  CUMULATIVE. 
See  CoMPANT,  1. 

RENEWAL,  PERPETUAL, 
OF  LEASE. 

See  Lease,  1. 

RENT  CHARGE. 

See  Settlement,  1. 

REPUBLICATION  OF  WILL. 

See  Wills,  14. 

RESIDUARY  DEVISEE. 

See  Wills,  6. 

RESULTING  TRUST. 

See  Adyakcehent  ob  Pboyision. 
Conyebsion. 

RETIRING  FROM  A  TRUST. 

See  Tbusts  and  Tbustees,  1. 


REVOCATION. 
See  Wills,  1, 15. 

RIVERS,  PUBLIC  AND 
PRIVATE. 

See  Public  Wobks. 

ROYAL  FORESTS. 
See  Cbown  Rights. 

SEAL,  NOTARIAL. 
See  Evidencb. 

SEA  SHORE. 

Where  the  Crown  seeks  to  re- 
cover land  alleged  to  have  been 
reclaimed  from  the  sea  by  encroach- 
ment or  purpresture,  if  the  Defendant 
disputes  the  Crown's  title  to  the  soil 
between  present  high  and  low  water- 
mark, the  Court  will  direct  issues 
to  try  that  right  before  inquiring 
how  &r  in  former  times  the  ancient 
high  watermark  extended  inland : 
And  this  course  will  be  adhered  to, 
notwithstanding  the  hardship  it  may 
impose  upon  Uie  Defendant,  who, 
by  admitting  the  soil  on  which  he 
has  done  acts  of  ownership  to  be 
part  of  the  foreshore,  will  in  effect 
have  proved  the  case  of  the  Crown 
in  the  event  of  his  failing  to  satisfy 
a  jury  that  a  grant  must  be  pre- 
sumed. 

But  if,  in  a  case  like  the  above, 
the  Defendant  admits  the  Crown's 
title  to  the  soil  between  present  high 
and  low  watermarks,  then,  upon  an 
inquiry  what  is  the  boundary  of  the 
foreshore,  the  onus  would  be  thrown 
upon  the  Crown  of  showing  that  the 
high  watermark  in  former  times  ex- 
tended further  inland  that  at  present. 
— Semble,  Attome^-Generaiy,  Cham- 
berlainey  292 


SECURITY  FOR  COSTS, 


SETTLEMENT. 
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SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 

Where  it  is  not  clear  upon  the 
face  of  the  bill  that  Defendant  is  en- 
titled to  security  for  costs,  Defend- 
ant, by  applying  for  further  time  to 
answer,  does  not  waive  any  right 
that  he  may  have  to  such  security 
upon  grounds  dehors  the  bill,  and 
not  discovered  by  him  when  he  ap- 
plied for  Airther  time,  although  they 
might  have  been  so  discovered  had 
he  made  inquiry. 

Plaintiff,  described  in  bill  as  of 
Africa^  now  residing  at  a  given  ad- 
dress in  England,  ordered,  under  the 
circumstances,  to  give  security  for 
costs,  notwithstanding  Defendant 
had  applied  for  Airther  time  to  an- 
swer, and  might,  before  making  that 
application,  have  ascertained  the 
facts  on  which  the  order  was  made. 
Swamy  v.  Swanztfy  237 

See  Limited  Companies. 


SEISIN  IN  FEE,  RECITAL  OF. 
See  Settlement,  1. 

SEPARATION,  ARTICLES  OF. 
See  HusBANB  and  Wife,  1. 

SETTLED  ESTATES  ACT. 

Where  land  is  sold  pursuant  to  an 
order  of  the  Court  under  the  Settled 
Estates  Act,  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  120, 
the  conveyance  must  be  settled  by 
the  Judge,  whether  the  parties  differ 
or  not. 

But  where  land  is  to  be  sold  in 
lots,  and  one  conveyance  has  been 
settled  by  the  conveyancing  counsel 
of  the  Court,  it  may  be  adopted  by 
the  chief  clerk  for  all  the  rest,  in 
which  no  npecial  cimimstanccs  exist 


to  render  such  a  course  improper. 
In  re  Eyr^e  Settled  Estates^ 

SETTLEMENT. 

By  antenuptial  settlement  in  1835, 
recitiag  that  upon  the  treaty  for  the 
intended  marriage  P.  M.  (uncle  of 
the  intended  husband)  agreed'  to  se- 
cure in  manner  and  subject  as  there- 
inafter expressed  to  S.  M,  (the 
intended  wife),  after  his  own  and 
his  nephew's  decease,  an  annual  sum 
of  300/.  for  her  jointure,  to  be  issu- 
ing and  payable  out  of  the  heredita- 
ments thereinafter  charged  there- 
with, and  of  or  to  which  P.  M.  was 
seised  or  entitled  in  fee  simple,  P. 
M,  did  give,  grant,  bargain,  sell,  and 
confirm  to  S.  M.  and  her  assigns 
one  annual  sum  or  yearly  rentcbarge 
of  800/.,  to  be  charged  upon  and 
yearly  issuing  and  payable  out  of 
all  and  singular  the  manors  of  (men- 
tioning certain  manors),  and  also  all 
and  singular  the  hereditaments  in 
the  several  parishes  of  (naming  cer- 
tain parishes),  of  or  to  which  P.  M. 
or  any  person  in  trust  for  him  was 
seised  or  entitled  for  an  estate  of  in- 
heritance at  law  or  in  equity, — Ha- 
bendum to  S.  M.  during  her  life  in  part 
of  her  jointure ;  and  P.  M,  cove- 
nanted, for  himself,  his  heirs,  and 
assigns,  that,  in  case  the  same  should 
be  in  arrear,  it  should  be  lawful  for 
S,  M.  to  enter  into  and  distrain  upon 
the  premises,  and  to  hold  and  enjoy 
the  same,  and  receive  the  rents  as 
therein  mentioned,  until  the  arrears 
were  paid.  And  for  better  securing 
the  said  rentcharge  P.  M.  did  there- 
by bargain,  grant,  sell,  demise,  and 
confirm  the  premises  to  trustees  for 
a  term  of  years,  upon  4he  usual 
trusts  for  that  purpose.  After  P. 
3/.'s  death  it  appeared  that  he  had 
only  had  an  estate  for  life  in  the 
premises: — 
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SETTLEMENT. 


STATUTES,  DECISIONS  UPON. 


Eeld^  by  the  Vice-chancellor, 
assisted  by  Barons  Bramwell  and 
Watson^  that  there  was  not  in  the 
settlement  any  covenant  on  which 
the  grantee  or  the  trustees  of  the 
term  could  maintain  an  action. 

[Upon  this  point  the  decision  was 
reversed  on  appeal  by  Lord  Cfielms- 
fardy  C,  tee  Addendum^  x.] 

Ajid  held  by  the  Vice-Chancellor, 
that  there  being  no  covenant  in  the 
settlement  on  which  an  action  could 
be  maintained  at  law,  there  was  no 
separate  equity  which  this  Court 
could  fasten  upon  the  conscience  of 
the  settlor. 

The  rule,  that  parties  making  re- 
presentations, upon  the  faith  of 
which  a  marriage  is  afterwards  so- 
lemnised, must  make  good  such 
representations,  does  not  apply  to  a 
case  like  the  above.  M&nypenny  v. 
Mow/peMfiyj  174 

See  Feke  Covebte. 


SHAKEHOLDERS,   LIABILITY 
OF. 

See  Insuiuncs  Compant. 


SHARES. 
See  Company,  1. 

SHIPPING. 
See  Mebchant  SmppDia  Act,  1854. 

SHIPPING  COMPANY. 

Directors  of  a  shipping  company, 
with  limited  liability,  having  power 
by  the  company's  articles  of  asso- 
ciation to  do  all  such  acts  as  the 
company  might  do,  not  being  acts 
which  the  Joint  Stock  Companies 
Act,  1856  (19  &  20  Vict.  c.  47),  or 


the  company's  articles  of  association 
required  to  be  done  by  the  company 
in  general  meeting,  have  power  to 
borrow  money  for  the  purposes  of 
the  company  by  mortgaging  Uie 
company's  ships.  Australian  Atud- 
Uary  Steam  Clipper  Company  (Ltmi- 
ted)  V.  Moune^j  733 


SHORE  OP  THE  SEA. 

See  SsA  Shobb. 

SOLICITOR  AND  CLIENT. 

See  Attobket  and  Client. 

Production  of  Documents,  1. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

See  Fexb  Covebte. 

Husband  and  Wife,  1. 
Yendob  and  Pubchaseb,  1. 

STATUTES,  DECISIONS  UPON. 

18  Ehz.  c.  7. 

See  Bankbuftct,  1. 

I  Jag.  1,  c.  15. 

See  Bankbuftct,  1. 

II  Geo.  1,  c.  18. 

See  Wills,  2. 

9  Geo.  2,  c.  86. 

iSee  MOBTMAIN,  1. 

Wills,  11,  12. 


STATUTES,  DECISIONS  UPON. 
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46  6bo.  S,  0.  135. 

See  Bankruptcy,  1. 

65  Geo.  8,  c.  192. 
See  Cornwall. 

3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  74. 

See  Feme  Coveste. 
Tbubteb  Act,  1850. 

3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  105. 
See  Dower. 

5  d;  6  Will.  4,  c.  54. 

See  Advancement  or  Proti- 

8I0N. 

1  Vict.  c.  26,  8.  27. 

See  Wills,  5. 

1  &  2  Vict.  c.  43. 

See  Cbqwn  Bights. 

1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110. 

See  Chaboino  Order. 

6  &  6  Vict.  c.  100. 

See  Coftright,  1. 

6  &  7  Vict.  o.  73,  ss.  37  &  43. 

Su    Attorney    and    Cli- 
ent, 1. 


7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  44. 

See  Joint   Stock    Compa- 
nies, 4. 


7  &  8  Vict.  c.  111. 

See  Joint  Stock  Companies' 
Winding-upActs. 


8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16,  s.  120. 
See  Company,  1. 

10  &  11  Vict.  c.  34. 

See  Public  Works. 

10  &  11  Vict.  c.  96. 

See  Trusts  and  Trustees,  1. 
Wills,  4. 

11  &  12  Vict.  c.  45. 

See  Joint  Stock  Companies' 
Winding-up  Acts. 

13  &  14  Vict.  c.  60,  s.  7. 

See  Trustee  Act,  1850. 

15  &  16  Vict.  c.  83,  s.  43. 
Su  Patent,  1. 

15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  22. 
See  Evidence. 
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15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86.  s.  60. 
See  JuBiSDicnoK,  5. 

16&17  Vict.  c.  34. 

See  Income  Tax. 

17  So  18  Vict.  c.  104. 

See    Merchant     Shipping 
Act,  1854. 

19  &  20  Vict.  c.  47. 

See  Shipping  Company. 

19  &  20  Vict.  c.  120. 

See  Settled  Estates  Act. 

20  &  21  Vict.  c.  14,  s.  24. 

See  Limited  Companies. 

20  &  21  Vict.  c.  78. 

See  Insurance  Company. 
Joint  Stock  Companies 
Winding-up  Acts. 

20  &  21  Vict.  o.  85,  ss.  21  &  26. 
See  Feme  Coyebte,  2. 


STATUTES  OF  DISTRI- 
BUTION. 

See  Wills,  2,  16. 


STATUTES  OF  LIMITATION. 

See  Crown  Rights. 
Executors,  1. 


STANDING  ORDERS  OF  PAR- 
LIAMENT, FRAUD  ON. 

See  Joint  Stock  Compj^nies  Wind- 
ing-up Acts,  2. 

STEREOTYPE. 
See  Author  and  Publisher. 

STOCK,  EAST  INDIA. 
See  East  India  Stock. 


STOCK,  PURCHASE  OF,  IN 
JOINT  NAMES. 

SP4  Advancement  or  Protision. 


SUBSTITUTIONAL  BEQUEST. 
See  Wills,  8,  7. 

SURRENDER  TO  USE  OF 
WILL. 

See  Cornwall. 

SURVIVORSHIP. 

See  Investments  in  Joint  Names. 

TAMPERING  WITH  DEED. 
See  Joint  Stock  Companies,  1. 

TENANCY  IN  COMMON. 
See  Investments  in  Joint  Names. 

TENANT  IN  TAIL. 
See  Mortgage,  1. 

"THEN,"  CONSTRUCTION  OF. 

See  Will,  10. 


TIMBER. 


TRUSTS  AND  TRUSTEES.    791 


TIMBER. 

See  Jurisdiction,  4. 


TOWNS  BIPROVEMENT 
CLAUSES  ACT,  1847. 

See  Public  Works. 


TRADE  MARK. 

1.  Perpetual  injunction  to  restrain 
a  printer  from  printing  or  selling 
labels  similar  to  those  used  by  Plain- 
tiff as  his  trade  mark,  notwithstand- 
ing the  possihili^  that  some  labels 
so  printed  and  sold  might  be  pur- 
chased bon&  fide  and  for  the  purpose 
of  being  applied  to  articles  of  Plain- 
tiff's own  manu&cture,  from,  which 
his  labels  had  been  lost. 

Defendant,  insisting  on  an  ad- 
verse right,  after  being  made  aware 
that  the  Plaintiff  had  been  defrauded 
through  his  agency,  ordered  to  pay 
the  costs  of  all  the  proceedings,  both 
at  law  and  in  equi^. 

Observations  of  Lord  Cranworthy 
C,  in  Farina  v.  SUverlock  (6  D.  M. 
G.  214)  explained.  Farina  v.  Sil- 
verhcky  650 

2.  Injunction  to  restrain  the  sale 
in  bottles  stamped  with  Plaintiffs 
name  and  address,  followed  by  the 
words  '' genuine  superior  aerated 
waters,"  of  soda  water  not  manufac- 
tured by  Plaintiff,  dissolved; — ^the 
Court  being  of  opinion,  upon  the 
evidence,  that  Defendant  was  not 
shown  to  have  used  the  bottles  either 
with  an  intention,  or  so  as  in  fiict,  to 
mislead  the  public. 

But  the  user  of  such  bottles,  so  as 
vsx  £Eu:t,  to  mislead  the  public,  although 
unintentionally,  would  be  restrained : 
— OhUer. 

Whether  or  not  the  onus  was 
thrown  upon  Defendant  of  informing 


the  public  that  it  was  not  Plaintifis' 
soda  water  he  was  selling — Qucere. 
Welch  V.  Knotty  747 


TRESPASS. 

See  MOBTQAGOB  AND  M0BTGAGEB« 


TRIAL,  NEW. 

iSee  Issue. 

TRIAL  OF  ISSUE. 
See  Issue. 


TRUSTEE  ACT,  1850. 

A  mortgagee  in  fee  of  real  estate 
having  died  intestate  as  to  the  mort- 
gaged premises,  which  descended  on 
his  death  to  his  in&nt  heir,  the 
Court,  upon  petition  by  his  execu- 
tors, one  of  whom  was  a  married 
woman,  made  an  order  under  the 
Trustee  Act,  1850,  vesting  the  legal 
estate  in  the  petitioners,  to  such 
uses  as  they  should  appoint,  and,  in 
de&ult,  to  the  use  of  petitioners  in 
fee,  subject  to  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion:— ^in  order  to  enable  them  to 
reconvey  to  the  mortgagor  without 
the  necessity  of  having  £e  deed  ac- 
knowledged by  the  married  woman 
under  the  Act  d  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  74. 
In  re  PoweUy  838 


TRUSTEE  RELTTgF  ACT. 

See  Tbusts  Ain>  Tbustees,  1. 
Wills,  4. 


TRUSTS  AND  TRUSTEES. 

1.  A  trustee  who  had  paid  money 
into  court  under  the  Trustee  Relief 


VOL.   IV. 


F  P  F 


K.  J. 


792  TRUSTS  AND  TRUSTEES. 


VOLUNTARY  TRUST. 


Act  (10  A 11  Vict.  c.  96%— Held  to 
have  retired  firom  his  trust,  and  a 
new  trustee  hdd  to  have  been  dvlj 
appointed  in  his  stead  under  a  power 
for  that  purpose,  to  arise  in  the  event 
of  a  trustee  "  refusing  or  declining  to 
act  in  the  trusts  of  the  settlement." 
Jn  re  William's  Settlement,  87 

2.  Trustees  for  sale  on  decease  of 
tenant  for  life  having  a  prior  legal 
estate — Heldy  not  to  have  any  lien 
upon  the  property  in  respect  of  the 
costs  of  an  abortive  sale  attempted 
by  them  during  the  tenancy  for  life, 
or  of  proceedings  against  them  at  law 
and  in  equity  in  reference  thereto, 
notwithstanding  such  sale  was  at- 
tempted upon  the  solicitation  of  the 
tenant  for  life,  and  with  the  consent 
and  approbation  and  by  the  direction 
of  the  cestuis  que  trust,  one  of  whom 
was  sui  juris,  the  shares  of  the  others, 
who  were  married  women,  being 
settled  to  their  separate  use  without 
power  of  anticipation.  Leedham  v. 
ChanmeTy  458 

See  JuiusDiCTiON,  3. 
Powers,  1. 
Wills,  4,  12. 

TRUSTS,  RESULTING. 
See  ADYAxcEMfssT  OB  Provision. 


TRUSTS,  VOLUNTARY. 
See  Voluntary  Trust,  1. 

ULTRA  VIRES. 

See  Joint  Stock  Companies,  3. 
Joint  Stock  Companies  Wind- 
ing-up Acts,  2. 

USES  TO  BAR  DOWER. 
See  Dower. 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

Where,  after  contracting  to  sell 
land,  the  vendor  devises  to  parties, 
some  of  whom  are  infants  at  his  de- 
cease, his  estate  must  bear  the  costs 
of  the  suit  which  he  has  thus  volun- 
tarily rendered  necessary  to  a  com- 
pletion of  the  contract ;  and  a  mere 
devise  of  trust  estate  does  not  in 
such  a  case  avoid  the  necessity  of  a 
suit. 

Distinction  in  this  respect  between 
suits  rendered  necessary  as  above  by 
the  voluntary  act  of  the  deceased,  and 
those  caused  by  the  mere  act  of  God, 
as  where  the  deceased  has  died  in- 
testate leaving  an  infant  heir.  Purser 
V.  Dcarhy,  41 

VESTING. 

See  Wills,  15. 

VESTING  ORDER. 
See  Tbustsb  Act,  1850. 

VOLUNTARY  TRUST. 

A.  F.,  a  merchant  in  Chmoy  di- 
rected his  correspondents  in  Lmdon 
to  transfer  1,000^  from  his  tea  ac- 
count, and  employ  it  in  exchange 
transactions  for  the  benefit  of  his 
children.  In  subsequent  letters  he 
wrote  to  the  same  correspondents, 
'*  that  he  had  declined  giving  any 
opinion  as  to  the  reinvestment  of  the 
fund,  as  he  considered  he  had  no 
further  control  over  it,  as  it  belonged 
to  his  children,"  "  that  he  had  ap- 
propriated it  to  them,  and  Us 
correspondents  were  to  consider  it 
as  theirs."  The  correspondents  ac- 
cordingly opened  a  separate  account, 
headed  ^^A.  V.,  Esq.,  exchange 
account  on  account  of  children,** 
previously  informing  him  of  their 
intention  so  to  do-^Heldf  that  by 
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ike  first  letter  a  tnist  was  well  cre- 
ated in  favour  of  the  children,  al- 
though the  fund  was  still  so  far  in 
the  control  of  ^i.  F.  as  to  he  liable 
to  his  drawing ;  and  notwithstanding 
A.  V,,  in  one  of  the  letters,  had  de- 
sired his  correspondents  to  consider 
it  as  '^  subject  to  the  order  of  his 
executors  "  in  the  event  of  his  death. 
The  authorities  on  this  subject 
examined,  and  Gaskell  v.  QaskeU  (2 
You.  &  J.  502)  explained.  Van^ 
denberg  v.  PcUmer^  204 

WASTE. 
See  Jurisdiction,  2,  4. 

WIDOW. 
See  DowsB. 

WIFE. 
See  Husband  and  Wife,  1. 

WILLS. 

1.  Testatrix  by  her  will  bequeath- 
ed a  sum  of  money  to  trustees  upon 
trust  to  accumulate  for  a  period  ex- 
ceeding what  the  law  allows,  and  to 
pay  and  divide  the  principal  sum, 
interest,  and  accumulations  unto  and 
amongst  a  certain  class,  with  a 
power  of  advancement  in  favour  of 
sons.  By  a  codicil,  a^r  reciting 
that  she  had  by  her  will  bequeathed 
this  sum  upon  trust  to  accumulate, 
and  to  pay  and  divide  the  same  sum 
and  all  accumulations  thereof  in 
manner  therein  mentioned,  she  di- 
rected, that,  in  lieu  of  the  accumu- 
lation and  disposition  made  thereof 
by  her  will,  the  trustees  should  accu- 
mulate for  twenty-one  years  after 
her  decease,  and  should  stand  pos- 


sessed of  the  principal  money,  in- 
terest, and  accumulations  upon  trust 
for  such  of  the  class  as  should  be 
then  living.  The  codicil  did  not 
repeat  the  power  of  advancement, 
but  concluded  by  confirming  the  will 
in  every  particular  in  which  the 
same  was  not  thereby  altered: — 
Heldy  that  the  power  of  advancement 
was  a  valid  and  subsisting  power, 
and  was  not  revoked  by  the  codicil. 
HOI  V.  Walker,  166 

2.  K  a  fireeman  of  the  City  of 
London  dies  leaving  a  will,  but  with- 
out having  appointed  an  executor, 
so  much  of  his  personal  estate  as  he 
has  not  disposed  of  by  his  will  must 
be  distributed  according  to  the  cus- 
tom of  London,  and  not  according 
to  the  Statutes  of  Distribution. 

Bequest  of  leaseholds  by  a  firee- 
man of  London  to  his  wife  for  life, 
and  no  executor  appointed — Heldy 
that  the  residue  of  the  term  was  dis- 
tributable according  to  the  custom, 
and  not  according  to  the  Statutes  of 
Distribution.  CfiappellY.Haynes,  163 

3.  Where  there  is  a  bequest  to  A* 
for  life,  and  after  his  decease  to  B. 
"or  his  personal  representatives," 
or  a  bequest  to  jB.  to  be  paid  so 
many  months  after  testator's  death 
to  B,  "  or  his  personal  representa- 
tives," the  Courts  have  construed  it 
simply  as  another  way  of  giving  B. 
a  vested  interest  upon  the  testator's 
death ;  and  B,  dying  before  the  tes- 
tator, the  bequest  has  been  held  to 
lapse;  but  if,  instead  of  "personal 
representatives,"  the  word  "heirs" 
be  used,  it  shows  the  testator  in- 
tended the  persons  he  designates  as 
"  heirs  "  to  take  by  way  of  substi- 
tution whenever  B,  may  die,  and 
there  shall  be  no  lapse  although  B, 
should  die  before  the  testator. 

Beouest  of  residue  to  A,  for  life, 
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and  at  her  death  a  legacy  to  B,  "  or 
his  heirs" — Held^  that  the  legacy  to 
B.  did  not  lapse  by  reason  of  his 
death  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix, 
but  that  his  widow  and  only  child 
took  by  substitution.  In  re  Porter's 
Trusty  188 

4.  Testator  by  his  will  declared  it 
should  be  in  his  trustees'  discretion  to 
advance  all  or  any  part  of  the  prin- 
cipal of  a  fund  to  his  son,  or  to  his 
children,  if  he  should  be  dead,  in  or 
towards  his  or  their  maintenance  or 
advancement  in  the  world,  it  being 
his  wish  that  his  son  (if  living)  should 
have  the  whole  benefit  of  such  moneys 
if  he  should  conduct  himself  steadily 
and  to  the  satisfaction  of  his  trustees ; 
with  gifts  over,  in  the  event  of  the 
whole  of  such  moneys  not  having 
been  advanced  by  the  trustees.  The 
son  having  assigned  his  interest  under 
the  will,  the  trustees,  after  the  widow's 
death,  paid  the  fund  into  Court  under 
the  Trustee  Relief  Act,  but  did  not 
suggest  that  the  son  had  conducted 
himself  otherwise  than  steadily  and 
to  their  satisfaction  —  Held,  first, 
upon  the  construction  of  the  will, 
that  this  was,  in  effect,  a  trust  for 
the  son  with  a  power  for  the  trustees 
to  deprive  him  of  the  fund  if  he 
should  not  conduct  himself  steadily 
and  to  their  satisfaction ;  secondly, 
that,  the  trustees  having  declined  to 
exercise  that  power,  it  was  not  com- 
petent to  this  Court  to  exercise  it ; 
and  the  fund  was  ordered  to  be  trans- 
ferred to  the  assignee.  In  re  Co^s 
Trusty  199 

5.  By  a  marriage  settlement,  lease- 
holds were  settled  upon  trust  for  wife 
for  life  for  her  separate  use,  and  after 
her  decease  upon  trust  as  husband 
should  by  deed  or  will  appoint,  and 
subject  thereto  upon  trust  for  such 
person,  &c.,  as  under  the  Statutes  of 


Distribution  mightbe  entitled  thereto. 
The  husband  by  his  will  in  1850,  after 
making  certain  provision  for  his  only 
child,  as  to  all  other  his  estate,  pro- 
perty, and  effects  whatsoever  and 
wheresoever,  which  he  should  be 
possessed  of,  interested  in,  or  entitled 
to  at  his  decease,  snbjecty  as  to  such 
parts  thereof  as  were  comprised  m  the 
settlementy  to  that  settlement  and  the 
trusts  thereby  declaredy  and  which  inden- 
ture he  thereby  ratified  and  confirmed  in 
aU  respectSy  gave  and  bequeathed  the 
same  to  his  widow  absolutely. — Held, 
that  the  general  residuary  bequest 
operated  as  an  execution  of  the  power 
of  appointment  reserved  by  the  settle- 
ment.    Hutchins  v.  OsbomCy         252 

6.  Beqnest  to  executors  of  a  sum 
of  money  ''to  be  chargeable  and 
paid  as  thereinafter  mendonedy^upon 
trust  for  testator's  wife  for  life,  re- 
mainder for  his  children  ;  then  a  gift 
of  certain  ft*eehold  and  leasehold 
property  to  his  nephew,  "  subject  to 
the  payment"  of  the  said  sum  and  to 
testator's  debts;  vrith  a  residuary 
devise  and  bequest  to  the  wife  abso- 
lutely— Heldy  as  between  testator's 
vridow  and  his  nephew,  that  the  sum 
was  a  charge  on  the  gift  to  the  nephew, 
and  not  an  exception  out  of  that 
gift ;  and  testator  never  having  had 
any  child,  the  sum,  subject  to  the 
widow's  life  interest^  belonged  to  the 
nephew;  the  principle  being,  that, 
where  there  is  a  gift  by  will  of  any 
property,  whether  real  or  personal, 
subject  to  a  particular  charge,  if  any 
of  the  purposes  of  the  charge  fail 
before  all  are  satisfied,  the  donee 
takes  the  property  relieved  from  the 
residue  of  the  burthen,  which,  in  the 
events  that  have  happened,  the  tes- 
tator no  longer  intended  him  to  bear* 

Test  in  all  such  cases: — ^Is  the 
thing  in  question  excepted  out  of  the 
devised  property — ^in  other  words, 
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did  testator  mean  to  give  that  pro- 
perty Ynmii5  the  thing  in  question;  or 
is  it  a  charge  on  that  property  ?  If 
the  former,  then,  the  purpose  failing, 
it  goes  to  the  residuary  devisee ;  if 
the  latter,  to  the  devisee  of  the  pro- 
perty charged. 

Whether  a  sum  of  money  to  be 
paid  out  of  an  estate  has  ever  been 
held  to  be  an  exception — Qucere. 
Tucker  v.  Kca^ess,  339 

7.  Bequest  of  a  legacy  to  the 
Plaintiff  for  her  sole  use  and  benefit; 
*'and,  in  the  event  of  her  death, 
then"  bequest  thereof  to  her  youngest 
surviving  son — Heldj  that  die  event 
contemplated  was  a  death  in  testator's 
lifetime;  and  that  the  Plaintiff,  hav- 
ing survived  him,  was  entitled  abso- 
lutely. 

Lord  Douglas  v.  Chalmers  (2  Ves. 
J.  501)  observed  on.  ScJienk  v.  Ag^ 
new,  405 

8.  The  word  "  moneys  "  in  a  co- 
dicil— Heldy  to  comprise  not  only  all 
moneys  in  hand,  but  also  all  moneys 
due  to  testator,  whether  upon  secu- 
rity or  otherwise,  notwithstanding 
express  mention  made  in  the  will  of 
"  moneys  and  securities  for  money." 
LangdaU  v.  Whitfield^  426 

9.  Devise  of  Black  Acre  to  De- 
fendant for  life,  made  conditional 
upon  his  confirming  the  disposition 
in  the  will  of  such  of  the  heredita- 
ments thereinafter  devised  as  were 
the  property  of  testator's  late  brother 
S.U.,  deceased,  followed  by  a  resi- 
duary devise  of  "all  and  every  the 
manors  and  hereditaments,  being 
freehold  of  inheritance,  of  or  to 
which  testator  was  then,  or  at  his 
death  should  be,  seised  or  entitled 
at  law  or  in  equity  for  any  devisable 
estate  or  interest,  or  of  which  testator 
then  had  or  at  the  time  of  his  de- 


cease should  have  power  to  dispose 
by  will,  including  lands  known  as 
Duchy  lands,"  as  to  White  Acre,  aQd 
two  other  estates,  to  uses  for  secur- 
ing an  annuity  to  an  annuitant  for 
life,  and  as  to  all  and  singular  the 
same  manors  and  hereditaments  (sub- 
ject as  to  the  three  last-mentioned 
estates  to  the  uses  thereinbefore 
limited)  to  use  of  Plaintiff  for  life : 
— Held  (following  WirUour  v.  Clifton, 
3  Jur.  N.  S.,  74),  that  Defendant 
was  bound  to  elect  between  Black 
Acre  and  certain  Duchy  lands,  of 
which  White  Acre  was  one,  and 
which  stood  limited  to  S,  U,  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  testator  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  Defendant  for 
life,  with  remainders  over  for  life 
and  in  tail,  with  ultimate  remainder 
to  testator  in  fee ;  testator  having  no 
other  Duchy  lands. 

Whether,  if  White  Acre  had  not 
been  mentioned,  a  case  of  election 
would  have  been  prevented  from 
arising,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
testator  contemplated  the  possibility 
of  acquiring  other  Duchy  lands  in 
the  interval  between  the  date  of  his 
will  and  his  death — Qucere.  Usticke 
V.  Peters,  437 

10.  Testator  bequeathed  a  mixed 
residue,  upon  trust,  as  to  one  moiety, 
for  his  daughter  Mary  for  life,  with 
remainder  for  her  children ;  and  as 
to  the  other  moiety,  for  his  daughter 
Sarah  for  life,  with  remainder  for 
her  children,  with  cross  remainders, 
and  proceeded  thus  : — "  And  in  case 
both  my  said  daughters  should  die 
without  issue,  or,  leaving  such,  all 
should  die  under  twenty-one  with- 
out leaving  issue,  then  I  direct  my 
trustees  to  pay  one  moiety  unto  the 
person  or  persons  that  shall  then  be 
considered  as  my  next  of  kin  and 
personal  representative  or  represen- 
tatives, agreeable  to  the  order  of  the 
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Statutes  of  Distribntion,  and  the 
other  moiety  unto  the  person  or 
persons^at  shall  then  be  considered 
the  next  of  kin  and  personal  repre- 
sentative or  representatives  of  mj 
late  ¥rife  Sarah,  agreeable  to  the 
order  of  the  Statutes  of  Distribu- 
tion." At  the  date  of  his  will,  his 
daughter  Sarah  was  the  only  child 
and  sole  next  of  kin  of  his  late  wife 
Sarah.  The  daughters  survived  -the 
testator,  and  died  without  issue. 

Heldy  that  the  persons  entitled  to 
the  second  moiety  were  those  who, 
at  the  death  of  the  surviving 
daughter,  were  the  next  of  kin,  ac- 
cording to  the  statute,  of  testator's 
deceased  wife;  and,  having  regard 
to  the  juxtaposition  of  the  bequests, 
that  the  persons  entitled  to  the  first 
moiety  were  those  who,  at  the  same 
period,  were  the  next  of  kin,  ac- 
cording to  the  statute,  of  the  tes- 
tator. 

Review  of  the  authorities  as  to 
the  time  when  the  persons  taking 
under  bequests  of  this  description 
are  to  be  ascertained.  Wharton  v. 
Barkery  488 

1 1 .  Devise  of  land  for  the  erection 
of  a  school-room  and  offices,  fol- 
lowed by  a  bequest  of  400/.  upon 
trust  to  expend  the  same,  or  such 
part  thereof  as  might  be  necessary 
in  the  erection  of  a  school-room  and 
requisite  offices;  and  in  case  any 
part  of  the  said  400/.  should  not  be 
expended  for  that  purpose,  the  same 
to  be  Imd  out  in  certain  repairs — 
Hekl,  that  the  whole  bequest  was 
void  under  the  statute  9  Geo.  2,  c. 
36,  the  executors  not  having  any 
alternative,  the  first  trust  being 
express,  but  to  apply  part  at  least  of 
the  400/.  in  a  manner  forbidden  by 
the  statute ;  and,  inasmuch  as  the 
whole  of  so  small  a  sum  might  well 
have  been  employed  in  building  a 
school,  an  inquiry  how  much  would 


have  been  sufficient  for  that  purpose, 
as  suggested  in  CJtapman  v.  Brown 
(6  Yes.  404),  would  be  useless. 
Cramp  v.  Playfoot^  479 

12.  Devise  of  a  house  to  the  inha- 
bitants of  B.  to  found  a  lying-in  asy- 
lum, the  executors  to  call  a  meeting  of 
the  inhabitants  within  a  mile  round 
the  house  to  appoint  a  committee 
and  trustees  to  carry  out  the  same  ; 
testator*s  godson  to  be  one  of  the 
said  trustees.  "  But  in  the  event  of 
the  said  inhabitants  not  appointing 
a  committee,  or  not  [being]  willing 
to  carry  out  the  same  scheme,"  then 
a  devise  over  to  testator's  godson  v^-^ 
Heldy  upon  the  principle  of  Jones  v. 
Westcofnb  (Free.  Ch.  31 6)  and  Avefyn 
V.  Ward  (1  Ves.  sen.  420),  that  the 
devise  over  was  valid,  notwithstand- 
ing the  circumstance  that  the  prior 
devise  failed  to  take  efiect  by  reason 
of  the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  and  not 
in  the  manner  contemplated  by  the 
testator. 

Observations  on  I^  Attorney^ 
General  v.  Hodgson  (15  Sim.  146) 
and  Philpott  v.  St.  Georges  Haqtital 
(21  Beav.  134). 

In  such  a  case  it  is  not  competent 
to  the  trustees  to  determine  whether 
the  property  shall  go  to  the  heir-at- 
law,  or  to  the  devisee,  simply  by 
performing,  or  abstaining  from  per- 
forming, a  condition  in  the  perform- 
ance of  which  they  can  have  no 
interest.  Warren  v.  Rudail,  and 
Hall  V.  Warren^  603 

13.  Direction  in  a  will  to  pay  and 
discharge  all  the  just  and  lawful 
debts  owing  by  a  deceased  brother 
at  the  time  of  his  death  —  Heldy 
upon  the  terms  of  the  wiU,  and  look- 
ing to  the  circumstance  that  tho 
brother  had  been  dead  about  forty 
years  at  the  date  of  the  will,  to  com- 
prise debts,  but  not  interest.  Askew 
V.  Thompson,  620 
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14.  A  codidl  appointing  a  new 
executor — Held,  a  republication  of 
the  will,  and  to  give  to  the  latter  the 
effect  of  passing  after-acquired  lands. 

The  cases  on  this  subject  recon- 
ciled.    In  re  EarVs  Trust,  673 

15.  Where  there  is,  in  a  will,  a 
limitation  over,  which,  though  ex- 
pressed in  the  form  of  a  contingent 
limitation,  is,  in  fact,  merely  de-* 
pendent  upon  a  condition  essential 
to  the  determination  of  the  interests 
previously  limited,  the  Court  is  at 
liberty  to  hold,  that,  notwithstanding 
the  words  in  form  import  contin- 
gency, they  mean  no  more,  in  £eu^ 
than  that  the  person  to  take  under 
the  limitation  over  is  to  take  subject 
to  the  interests  so  previously  limited. 

But,  in  ofder  that  this  rule  of  con- 
struction may  be  applied,  the  con- 
dition, upon  which  the  limitation 
over  is  made  dependent,  must  in- 
volve no  incident  but  what  is  essen- 
tial to  the  determination  of  the  in- 
terests previously  limited. 

The  onus  is  upon  those  who  claim 
under  a  codicil,  as  against  devisees 
under  the  will,  to  show  that  the  inten- 
tion to  displace  the  devisee  is  equally 
clear  with  the  original  intention  to 
devise. 

If  the  whole  tenor  of  a  will  be 
such  as  clearly  indicates  that 
the  testator  has  used  the  word 
'^  minority'*  to  mean  the  whole  of  the 
period  during  which  he  has  kept  a 
devisee  out  of  the  full  control  over 
the  devised  property,  the  Court  may 
adopt  that  interpretation.  Otherwise, 
the  word  must  be  strictly  construed. 

Testator  by  his  will  directed,  that, 
when  the  youngest  of  his  two 
daughters  had  attained  twenty-one, 
his  real  and  personal  estate  and 
effects  should  be  divided  into  three 
equal  parts,  one  part  to  be  for  his 
wife  and  one  of  tiie  remaining  two 


for  each  daughter;  at  his  wife's 
decease  her  share  to  be  equally  divided 
between  his  two  daughters :  and  pro- 
vided either  of  his  two  daughters 
should  die  before  a  division  of  the 
property  should  have  been  made,  and 
having  no  issue,  then  the  part  of  the 
deceased  to  be  given  to  her  surviving 
sister.  By  a  codicil,  should  both  his 
children  die  in  their  jninority  and  leave 
no- issue,  then  in  such  case,  and  in 
such  case  only,  he  gave  the  whole  of 
his  property  to  his  wife  for  life,  with 
remainder  over.  The  elder  daughter 
attained  twenty-one,  but  both  died 
before  the  younger  attained  that  age, 
and  without  having  been  married. 

Heldy  that,  whether  the  interests 
under  the  will  were  vested  or  not, 
and  whether  a  reasonable  motive 
could  or  could  not  be  assigned  for 
the  condition  upon  which  the  testator 
had  made  the  limitation  over  in  the 
codicil  to  depend  (the  death  of  both 
his  daughters  in  their  minority),  that 
condition  must  be  construed  strictly; 
and  the  event  not  having  happened, 
the  limitation  over — HeJdy  not  to  take 
effect. 

But,  semble,  the  interests  under  the 
vnll  were  vested  interests.  Maddison 
V.  Chapman^  709 

16.  Bequest  of  personal^  '<  to 
the  heirs  of  my  late  partner  for 
losses  sustained  during  the  time 
that  the  business  of  the  house  was 
under  my  sole  control "  —  Held, 
that  the  persons  to  take  were  those 
who  at  the  testator's  death  would 
have  been  entitled  under  the  Sta- 
tutes of  Distribution  to  the  personal 
estate  of  the  deceased  partner  in 
case  he  had  died  intestate,  and  not 
the  heir-at-law  strictly  so  called. 
In  re  Oamboa'a  Trusts^  756 

See  CoBNWAix. 
LfcoME  Tax. 
Mortmain,  1. 
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AVITNESSES. 


WRONGS. 


WITNESSES,    EXAMINATION 
OF. 

See  Jurisdiction,  1. 

WOODWARDS,    OR    FOREST- 
ERS OF  THE  CROWN. 

See  Cboavn  Rights. 


WORKS,  PUBLIC. 
See  Public  Wokks. 


WRONGS   ATTENDED   WITH 
PROFIT. 

See    MOBTGAGOB    AND    MOBTGAOEE. 
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